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RE: Docket No. 05-GF-144

Dear Ms. Paske:

Enclosed for filing please find the Final Report of the Low Income Task Force. In its Order dated March 11,
2011 the Public Service Commission approved We Energies' request to revise its Low Income Program based
on the objectives and structure proposed by the Low Income Task Force. The Final Report explains in depth the
changes to the Pilot Program and the reasons for those changes. We Energies is providing, in a separate filing,
the details of the revised Low Income Program.

As co-chairs of the Low Income Task Force, we would like to thank all of the participants who served on the
Task Force. We believe that this Final Report incorporates aspects of best practices from programs around the
country, the best of the original Low Income Pilot and demonstrates that programs targeting low income
customers can be cost effective.

Questions related to the Final Low Income Task Force Report can be directed to either of us.

Very truly yours,

9@«»«\"4%‘/’*/ U/W&@nuﬁ@ép

Joan M. Shafer Carrie Templeton

Co-Chair Co-Chair

We Energies Public Service Commission of Wisconsin
Enc.

Copy to: Task Force Members
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COMMUNITY ADVOCATES
Where Meeting Basic Needs Inspires Hope

Joan Shafer, Vice President
We Energies

231 West Michigan Street
Milwaukee, WI 53203

Carrie Templeton, Assistant Administrator

Public Service Commission of Wisconsin

Division of Water, Compliance and Consumer Affairs
610 North Whitney Way

Madison, WI 53705

March 25, 2011

Joe Volk, Chief Executive Officer
Community Advocates, Inc.

728 North James Lovell Street
Milwaukee, WI 53233

Dear Ms. Shafer and Ms. Templeton:

On behalf of the Community Advocates staff, board of directors, and the clients we serve, I would like to thank
you both, along with former co-chair John Shenot, for your careful and diligent stewardship of the Low Income
Task Force (LITF).

The Low Income Pilot (LIP) was the brainchild of Ramon Wagner, the founder of Community Advocates, who
saw thousands of low-income We Energies customers show up at our front door desperately seeking help with
energy bills. He wanted to do something to alleviate their struggles, so he worked closely with the original
drafters of the LIP to create a program that would help those in need to afford utility services, and benefit all of
the utility’s customers.

For five years, Community Advocates has been a proud partner with We Energies in administering the LIP. We
employ 5 employees that have worked with more than 5,000 individuals. Community Advocates views the LIP
as a highly successful energy assistance program for Milwaukee’s most impoverished utility customers, We
have integrated the LIP program into some of our permanent housing programs. The program allows low-
income individuals to afford homes that have better living standards and are more energy efficient. Landlords
favor low-income tenants that are in LIP because they understand the case management that the tenants can
access.

We have helped many individuals and families in need benefit from this program. One individual we helped is
Ms. Loretta Sheets, who was referred to our office for the LIP program in May 2007.

When she came to us to get enrolled in LIP, she had a payee not affiliated with our agency. Sadly, her payee
later disappeared with her funds. Since she no longer had a payee, the Social Security Administration would
not release her benefits check until she had proof that she had a protective payee. Ms. Sheets was in jeopardy of
losing her housing because she could not pay her rent.

728 North James Lovell Street  Milwaukee, W1 53233« (414) 4494777 +* communityadvocates.net



Joan Shafer, Vice President, We Energies

Carrie Templeton, Assistant Administrator, Public Service Commission of Wisconsin - Division of Water,
Compliance and Consumer Affairs

March 25, 2011

Page 2

At the time, the Community Advocates payee program was at maximum capacity. However, an LIP case
manager talked to one of the payee’s case managers, who made an exception to take her on as a new
Community Advocates payee client. The case manager contacted Ms. Sheets and set up an appointment to
interview her. The payee contacted the Social Security Administration to inform them that she had a payee, and
they should release her checks. During this appointment, Ms. Sheets’ eligibility for other public benefits was
also evaluated. Today, Ms. Sheets is stiil enrolled in the program and doing well. She also continues to work
with the Community Advocates payee department, learning to budget her funds and to maintain safe and
affordable housing.

Our involvement with the design and operation of this program, and our work with clients like Ms. Sheets,
caused Community Advocates to be concerned about the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin’s (PSCW)
directive to immediately end the educational components of the current LIP — some of which Community
Advocates has facilitated — and end the program altogether on April 15, 2011.

I asked several of our staff members to actively participate in the LITF’s meetings and to provide research and
analytical support to its examination of the current LIP, its design of the Revised Low Income Program (RLIP),
and other issues, including extensive research into best practices for providing energy assistance to low-income
utility customers.

The proposed RLIP is a sound plan to address the needs of low-income We Energies customers. We are
pleased by the LITF’s recommendation to continue the administrative partnership between social service
agencies and We Energies. This mutually beneficial partnership is integral to the success of the program.

Community Advocates cannot stress enough the need for expanding this program to include more of
Milwaukee’s at-risk population than the current cap of 3,000 participants. The research conducted by the LITF
clearly indicates that a large number of We Energies customers qualify for, and would benefit from, enroliment
in this program. After the LIP’s initial approval by the PSCW, Ramon Wagner told the Milwaukee Journal
Sentinel on February 25, 2005, “Ratepayers in the long run are going to save money.” The cost-benefit analysis
conducted by the LITF has proven that the LIP has indeed saved ratepayers money. Expanding the enrollment
cap makes sense both socially and financially, and would benefit both our low-income neighbors and the
ratepayers.

The final report reflects countless hours of collaborative evaluation and discussion by the LITF. Community
Advocates strongly supports the recommendations within this report, and encourages the PSCW to approve We
Energies’ proposed RLIP.

Joe Volk, Chief Executive Officer
Community Advocates



Citizens Utility Board

March 22, 2011

Ms. Sandra Paske

Secretary to the Commission

Public Service Commission of Wisconsin
610 Whitney Way

Madison, W1 53707-7854

RE:  Docket 05-GF-144

Dear Ms. Paske:

The Citizens Utility Board would like to express our support for the recommendations of
the Low Income Task Force to continue the program offered by We Energies that is
helping households with limited incomes maintain electric service and make payments
toward their monthly energy bills.

CUB is a member-supported nonprofit organization that advocates for reliable and
affordable utility service on behalf of residential, farm, and small business customers of
electric, natural gas, and telecommunication utilities.

| participated on the Low Income Task Force in 2004-05, when it developed the “low-
income pilot.” 1 also participated on the Low Income Task Force when it was
reconvened in the fall of 2010 to consider ways to improve the pilot program.

As detailed in its report to the Public Service Commission, the task force developed
recommendations for a “revised low-income program.” CUB supports the revised low-
income program, because we believe that it will continue the success of the pilot program
in allowing customers of We Energies to make payments toward their energy bills and
maintain electricity service. The revised low-income program will provide these benefits
with more efficiency and at less cost per household than the pilot program, and at less
cost than other efforts by We Energies in assisting low-income families.

Our recommendation for a revised low-income program includes the continued delivery
of services by social service agencies in the territory served by We Energies. These
agencies provide irreplaceable connections to the households that need the services
offered by the program, as well as assistance provided by other programs. We strongly
recommend the expansion of this program to areas served by appropriate social service
agencies in Racine, Kenosha and other areas served by We Energies.

16 N. Carroll Street Suite 530 ® Madison, W1 53703 ® (608) 251-3322 ® fax (608) 251-7609

website: www.wiscub.org ® email: staff@wiscub.org


http://www.wiscub.org/
mailto:staff@wiscub.org

March 22, 2011
Page 2 of 2

Thank you for your consideration, and please contact me if you have any questions or
need further assistance.

Sincerely,

Charlie Higley
Executive Director



TETRATECH

March 25, 2011

To: Carrie Templeton, Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, LITF Co-chair
Joan Shafer, We Energies, LITF Co-chair

Subject: We Energies Low Income Pilot Cost Analysis, Case #5-GF-144

Dear Ms. Templeton and Ms. Shafer:

This letter is in regards to the Low Income Pilot Cost Assessment directed by the Public Service
Commission of Wisconsin to revisit the cost analysis for the Low Income Pilot (LIP) administered
by We Energies. This study was originally completed by Tetra Tech staff (formerly PA
Consulting Group) as part of the three-year program evaluation of the We Energies Low Income
Pilot. This benefit-cost analysis was not initially intended to be used as a formal cost-benefit
assessment; rather, it presented, from a process evaluation perspective, some guidance as to
what other utilities or organizations might expect the program to cost them if the program were to
expand beyond We Energies.

Having been previously involved in the pilot program and understanding the inputs necessary for
a cost analysis, We Energies—on behalf of the Low Income Task Force (LITF)—contracted with
Tetra Tech to be an independent reviewer of the cost analysis. As lead evaluator for Tetra Tech,
| reviewed and provided comments regarding the methodology, study inputs, calculations, and
presentation of the results. Additionally, | attended two Low Income Task Force meetings. The
objective of the first meeting was to present the previous methodology employed in the third-
year evaluation report. The objective of the second meeting was to provide technical support to
We Energies in the presentation of the revised cost analysis.

We Energies used two data sources to develop their revised cost assessment. The study was
initially based on data gathered through the three-year evaluation, which included retention rates
and down payment values. We Energies supplemented the evaluation research with actual cost,
revenue, and contact data from program participants and eligible customers.

The cost analysis using primary customer data was initiated based on the fact that a portion of
the costs within the initial evaluation analysis were based on broad assumptions. Additionally,
the study population was from as early as 2006, and changes in fuel costs and economic
conditions may have affected payment streams and behaviors. To attempt to develop more
defensible estimates, We Energies analyzed customer data from a number of perspectives such
as the number of contacts (inbound or outbound), disconnections, payments, and revenue
stream.

! Schauer, Laura, Pam Rathbun, and Jeremy Kraft, WE Energies Low Income Pilot: Year 3 Final
Evaluation Report. March 31, 2009.

Tel Fax



Based on my experience with the program and my review of We Energies’ analysis files and
assumptions, | believe that the current method for determining the cost of the program is a more
accurate reflection of the program’s impact on the utility and ratepayers than what was
presented in the evaluation report. However, there are a few points of interest that warrant
discussion in regards to this analysis.

First, the primary data analysis from We Energies’ CIS system, while thorough, is based on a
limited number of cases (approximately 20 from each group). This sample size was limited due
to the extensive effort it took to follow through the activity for the sampled customers. Although
limited, the sample included multiple years of data for each customer, which was annualized for
the analysis.

As we would expect from a low-income population, we see the use and payment data has
material variation; meaning there is no single consistent pattern amongst the customers. With
that said, the analysis did show the behaviors of the participants who were successful on the We
Energies Low Income Pilot were significantly more predictable than their nonparticipating
counterparts on managing their energy costs. Ongoing sampling could be considered to
continue to corroborate these findings.

Second, the analysis shows that the program offers a financial benefit to the ratepayers. Per the
analysis, the ratepayers see a net financial benefit of approximately $450,000, or a net reduced
cost per participant of approximately $150.

Therefore, the benefit isn’t just in the reduced costs, but also that the LIP customers stayed
connected and continued to make monthly payments. As mentioned earlier, the analysis of
sampled participants clearly showed the degree to which the LIP stabilized participants’ payment
behaviors. As a result, it reduces contact points into or outbound from the utility (e.g., payment
requests, disconnection notices); resources which then can be redirected to other customers.

Last, it is worth noting that although the primary concern with programs such as the LIP is the
impact on the ratepayers per a cost analysis, the evaluation found many additional benefits that
cannot necessarily be captured in a cost assessment. As testament to these benefits, the
participating community action agencies put in a considerable amount of resources above and
beyond what they are reimbursed for—simply because they see the positive impact the program
has on We Energies’ customers.

Please feel free to contact me with any questions regarding my assessment of this cost analysis.

Sincerely,

/

Y (UANH L /,'ll ‘;"Li(,[ ‘L'

Laura Schauer
Manager

Tel Fax



George Gerharz
2525 North 97t Street
Milwaukee, WI 53226
Telephone: (414) 303-7450 Fax: (414) 476-5738

email: ggerharz@AQL,.com

March 30, 2011

Ms. Sandra Paske

Secretary to the Commission

Public Service Commission of Wisconsin
601 Whitney Way

P.O. Box 7854

Madison, Wisconsin 53707

Dear Ms. Panske:

As a volunteer member of the Low Income Task force created by the Wisconsin Public Service
Commission to review the Wisconsin Energy Low Income Pilot (LIP}, 1 am writing to indicate my support
for the Revised Low Income Pilot Program (RLIP}.

My interest in serving on the task force stemmed from a long-time commitment to energy issues facing
low income owners and renters. 1was fortunate enough to have been part of the original work group
that designed the LIP and have seen its positive impact since its inception when | attended update
sessions on the progress of the program. | welcomed the opportunity to serve on a group changed by
the Commission to improve the program.

The report, | believe, offers many improvements to the LIP. Of special importance to me were the
elimination of unnecessary participation requirements that could result in persons unnecessarily being
eliminated from the program, a clearer focus on assuring ongoing payments by low-income customers
as the core of the program, and resolution of the question of the value and cost-effectiveness of using
community based resources,

In addition, | was glad to be part of the effort to determine that this program was financially responsible
and benefited not only low-income households but also other ratepayers.

| would-have preferred to have had the program further expanded and hope that this may occur in the
future. However, for the present, RLIP is an important program that both assists and encourages
responsibility of low-income customers.

If you would like additional information or clarification of my comments please do not hesitate to
contact me.



| appreciate your attention.

Sincerely,

Georg e Gerharz



Administraiive Office

Housing Assistance Programs

1601 East Racine Avenue
Suite 103

Waukesha, Wi 53186
(262) 549-8720

Fax (262) 549-8730

Shelters

Hebron House

812 N. East Avenue
Waukesha, Wl 53186
(262) 549-8722

Fax (262} 549-8731

Jeremy House

1301 E. Moreland
Waukesha, WI 53166
(262) 549-8735

Fax (262) 549-8737

Siena House

1519 Summit Avenue
Waukesha, WI 53188
(262) 549-8732

Fax {262) 549-8739

Washington County Shelter
143 N. 8th Avenue

West Bend, Wl 53095
(262) 334-7450

Fax (262) 334-7129

March 23, 2011

Ms. Sandra J. Paske

Secretary to the Commission

Public Service Commission of Wisconsin
610 North Whitney Way

Madison, WI 53705-2729

Re: Docket No. 5-GF-144

Dear Ms. Paske:

Throughout the years of its existence, the goal of the LIP has been to keep targeted low-
income customers in Milwaukee and Waukesha counties connected and to aggressively
manage the factors that are most closely associated with those customers’ inability to pay
their energy bills. Hebron House of Hospitality is one of the partner social service
agencies participating in the Low Income Pilot program.

Hebron House of Hospitality is a grass roots, faith-based organization. Hebron House of
Hospitality provides emergency shelter, housing support services that include Case
Management, budget counseling, no-interest loans for rent and security deposit
assistance, the Expediting Social Security program which assists disabled individuals to
receive Social Security benefits and provides permanent supportive housing. Hebron
House of Hospitality has been in existence since 1983 and has a positive history of
collaborative projects with both not for profit organizations as well as for profit
companies. Hebron House of Hospitality also has years of experience with HUD, State
funding and United Way in Waukesha County funding requirements and outcome
measurement.

Hebron House of Hospitality participated in the Low-Income Pilot Task Force and
endorses the final report produced after months of wark, evaluating the program
outcomes and needs of the participants. This agency believes the pilot program could
continue to be a great benefit to low income residents of Waukesha County. With this
program clients living in subsidized housing can retain that subsidy and maintain the
housing by addressing the back due amount owed for utilities. Guests in our emergency
shelters can get the help they need addressing utility debt to get into apartments and out
of the shelters. The ongoing counseling and budget review provided by social service
agencies and our ability to intercede in times of crisis with the clients helps to sustain the

participants Success.

A United Way Agency



Hebron House of Hospitality would like to see this revised Low-Income Pilot program
approved. If you would like to discuss this further or have any questions, please feel free
to contact me at (262) 549-8720 ext 119, or by email at bjuno@hebronhouse.org . Thank
you for any consideration given this request.

Sincerely,
HEBRON HOUSE OF HOSPITALITY

Ms. Bernardine Juno
Executive Director



Empowering Milwaukee County
residents with the resources to move S
beyond poverty

" Executive Office

4041 N. Richards Street | Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53212
(414) 906-2700 | Fax (414) 906-2749 | www.cr-sdc.org

March 24, 2011

Ms. Sandra Paske

Secretary to the Commission

Public Service Commission of Wisconsin
610 Whitney Way

P.O. Box #7854

Madison, WI 53707

Re: Docket 05-GF-144

Dear Ms. Paske:

The Community Relations — Social Development Commission (SDC) submits this letter of support on behalf of
We Energies’ request to extend the Low-Income Pilot (LIP) program for another three years.

The LIP program has been operating at the SDC since the initial pilot date in 2005. We have found the
combination of case management and educational workshops to be very effective in enabling clients to
significantly reduce their energy bills. The programmatic improvements instituted include a shared database,
customer continuation, targeting high users for Weatherization services, and targeting elderly consumers. All
have enhanced our experience with the LIP Program and have been of great benefit to our clients.

The program’s energy conservation and financial literacy workshops have been a positive benefit to program
participants but have also allowed us to offer many other services to the individuals and families coming to us for
the program. LIP Case Managers are able to connect the clients to additional SDC services such as Head Start for
young children, GED/HSED education, training programs, asset building initiatives, and other services that
strengthen the household. This year, a number of LIP Case Managers have also been trained and certified by the
IRS as tax preparers for the Milwaukee Asset Building Coalition free tax preparation program.

Without the LIP program, many of the low-income residents and families would be hard-pressed to get back on
track to self-sufficiency. The LIP program is often the client family’s best option to begin paying off past due
utility bills. Eliminating or severely curtailing the program would force many of the families to have to choose
between paying their utility bills or with buying food or prescription medications.

Again, SDC is pleased to support We Energies request to extend the LIP program for another three years. It is a
program that teaches skills for all household members and moves families beyond poverty. If you have any
questions about our experience with the LIP program, please contact Jan Stenlund at 414-906-2710.

Sincerely,

Ddoal Bloske

Deborah Blanks
SDC CEO
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March 24, 2011

Ms. Sandra J. Paske, Secretary to the Commission
Public Service Commission of Wisconsin

610 North Whitney Way

PO Box 7854

Madison, Wi 53707

Re: Docket 05-GF-144
Dear Ms. Paske:

This letter is to express La Casa de Esperanza’s endorsement of the Low-Income Pilot
Program and its continuation.

La Casa de Esperanza is a nonprofit, community social service organization that assists
over 13,000 low-income, hardworking individuals and families every year as they pursue
the goal of economic self sufficiency. La Casa has partnered with WE Energies over the
past few years by providing case management support and financial literacy education
and counseling for program participants.

It has been our experience that the LIP Program is a critical factor in assisting low-income
energy customers to avoid disconnection, and more importantly to develop a positive
habit of consistently paying a monthly energy bill. Additionally, participation in the LIP
Program helps program participants rebuild credit, improve financial literacy — especfally
in the area of budgeting, and qualifies them to apply for weatherization services —
resulting in lower energy costs for the participant and less negative impact on our
environment.

For example, one couple, who makes ends meet on disability income, was never able to
make energy payments and were disconnected every year. After they joined the program,
they’ve been able to make every payment on time. Their credit position has improved,
and their need to use community resources has decreased.

If the LIP Program is not continued, there will be significant, serious impacts. The majority
of program participants (families with children and the elderly) will have their service
disconnected again, because their income will not be adequate to cover actual energy
expenses. A lack of energy services negatively impacts family nutrition. We also know
from past experience that some families will use Pay Day Lending companies to pay to
reconnect service and as a result increase their indebtedness with monthly interest rates
of often 300 - 800%. Those program participants that are in Section 8 Housing, will lose
their housing assistance as a result of not staying current on their energy bill. When that
occurs, often families become homeless. Children with medical conditions such as asthma
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and other breathing disorders face challenges that might prevent them from using
medical equipment they need.

At one time, nonprofit and other community social service organizations might have been
able to fill the void that would be created by discontinuing the LIP Program. A few years
ago, there were four organizations in Waukesha County that had resources to assist
families whose energy services were disconnected. In the past two years that number has
decreased to one organization and even that organization has minimal resources. |f the
LIP Program is discontinued, in Waukesha County alone, there will be over 100 families
that will need assistance - that need is currently not supportabie with existing resources.

Additionally, the LIP Program helps preclude a high number of “crisis” case management
incidents, which consume significant staff resources and time. It is far more cost effective
to use the LIP Program model than to try to remedy frequent, repetitive financial crises.

Therefore, it seems sensible to continue a program which prevents many negative impacts
on families, chifdren and the elderly and at the same time enables them to become more
financially stable, grow in financial literacy, develop constructive financial habits, and
ultimately become financially self sufficient. Realistically, the journey to financial self-
sufficiency is a long-term process. The LIP Program is an important step in that journey.

If I can provide additional information or answer any questions, please feel free to contact
me at 262.832.1536.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Karen Qates

Director, Workforce Development & Financial Stability
La Casa de Esperanza




M' SON 1D, N OuNG

state Representative o 16th Assembly 1D

March 22, 2011

Joan Schafer, Co-Chair

Carrie Templeton, Co-Chair
PSCW — Low Income Task Force
610 North Whitney Way
Madison, W1 53707-7854

Dear Co-Chairs Schafer and Templeton:

I am writing today to express my complete and unwavering support for the work of the
Low Income Task Force (LITF). Moreover, I strongly concur with its recommendation

that the PSC Commission authorize WE Energies’ Low Income Pilot (LIP) program as a
permanent program.

My office’s involvement with this particular issue dates back to 2005. While working in
collaboration with Community Advocates and the Social Development Commission, I

assisted in making the case to the PSCW for the need to establish WE Energies’ Low
Income Pilot program.

Every year at the end of the Winter Moratorium season, my office is inundated with
urgent constituent calls seeking help in preventing the interruption of their utility
services. The LIP is an arrearage forgiveness and bill payment pilot program that has a
proven track record. Since its inception in 2005, 3000 low income customers, many of

whom live in my Assembly district, have been helped considerably by this vital
community service outreach.

Hence, I respectfully request that the recommendations for the Revised Low Income

Program, as put forth by the LITF, be fully adopted. It’s imperative that the work of this
- very-essential program continues.

Sincerely,
ncetely. .
= ok
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Leon D. Young }{ﬁ o g9
State Representative o W %
16™ Assembly District 8 z

OrFIcE: P.O. Box 8953 o Madison, WI 53708 o (608) 266-3786 o Fax: (608) 282-3616
HomMmE: 2224 N. 17th Street o Milwaukee, WI 53205 ¢ (414) 374-7414
ToLL-FREE NUMBER: (888) 534-0016 » EMAIL: Rep.YoungL@legis.wi.gov
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RACINE/KENOSHA
COMMUNITY ACTION AGENCY, INC.

2113 North Wisconsin Street, Racine, WI 53402 2000 63™ Street, Kenosha, WI 53143
Phone: (262) 637-8377 Phone: (262) 657-0840
March 24, 2011

Ms. Sandra Paske

Secretary of the Commission

Public Service Commission of Wisconsin
610 Whitney Way

PO Box #7854

Madison, Wisconsin 53707

RE: Docket 05-GF-144
Dear Ms Paske:

The Racine Kenosha Community Action Agency would like to extend its support to the final report of the Low-
Income Pilot.

RKCAA provides a wide variety of programs to Racine County income eligible residents, providing health and well
being services to over 30,000 households per year. We provide housing improvements through our Weatherization
program, and emergency furnace repair and replacement for both Racine and Kenosha counties. RKCAA assists
with housing concerns through our Homeless and Rapid Re-housing program, rental assistance, and LIHEAP.

I’ve had the privilege of serving on the task force. This opportunity has given me exposure and increased
knowledge to improve and better understand the possibilities for the energy assistance program I currently manage
for RKCAA.

RKCAA sees the Low Income Pilot as a program that is designed to improve the quality of life for income eligible
households. The LIP program has proven success in providing income eligible households the opportunity to
become self sufficient while establishing healthy pay patterns and energy conservation habits that can be shared with
the entire family. The commission elected to not expand the program to Racine County at this time but we are
confident that this decision will change and Racine will join WE Energies and the participating counties, in the
success of the LIP program. Racine will continue to observe and explore LIP functions and how it directly impacts
the households involved. It is our hope that the commission extends LIP to our community in the very near future.

In providing our endorsement for the final LIP report and its recommendations, we would also like to recognize WE
Energies for their continued leadership and support in assisting low income households.

Sincerely,

Bryan Je;;ﬁngs

WHEAP Coordinator
Racine Kenosha Community Action Agency

@_ Racine/Kenosha
community

’ction.

Helping People. Changing Lives.
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March 21, 2011

Ms. Sandra Paske

Secretary to the Commission

Public Service Commission of Wisconsin
610 Whitney Way

PO Box #7854

Madison, Wisconsin 53707

Re: Docket 05-GF-144
Dear Ms. Paske:

On behalf of the Wisconsin Community Action Program Association (WISCAP) and our nineteen
(19) member organizations, | am writing to communicate our endorsement of the final report of
the Low-Income Pilot Task Force jointly formed by the Public Service Commission and We-
Energies’ to advise on the future of We-Energies’ Low-Income Pilot program.

WISCAP is the statewide trade association for Wisconsin's sixteen (16) Community Action
Agencies and three (3) special purpose agencies with statewide anti-poverty missions. All
together, Wisconsin’s Community Action network is responsible for mobilizing over $249 million
dollars in federal, state, local and private resources for energy conservation, housing and other
programs to address the problems of poverty and create economic opportunity for Wisconsin’s
low-to-moderate-income families.

WISCAP has been involved in the Low-Income Pilot’s initial design, strongly advocated for its initial
approval and has continued to observe its operation since inception. We feel the program design
has proven to have a substantial and positive impact on the ability of low-income households to
advance towards economic self-sufficiency through being able to better pay their utility bills and
feel the operation of the program has consistently been conducted by We-Energies in good faith,
with a strong corporate commitment to helping low-income customers; it has been inclusive of
community issues and responsive to low-income needs, as evidenced by the changes to the pilot
in the company’s requested extension.

| served as a member of the Low-Income Pilot Task Force and can attest to the group’s sincere
effort to design a revised pilot program which maintains the quality aspects of the initial pilot,
improves on those parts of the pilot found in need of improvement and legitimately attempts to
address Commission concerns.

In providing our endorsement for the final report and its recommendations, we are heartened by
the continued acknowledgement and support in the Revised Low-Income Pilot for the critical role
to be played by social service agencies in the community. We-Energies is to be commended for its
long-standing perspective on the value of community linkages in serving low-income customers.
To quote from the Low-Income Task Force’s final report: “The LITF concluded that social service
agencies are uniquely qualified to provide case management and referrals to other programs
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Ms. Sandra Paske
March 21, 2011
Page 2

Re: Docket 05-GF-144

which are critical to the operation of the RLIP and can be done for a lower cost than if done by We
Energies personnel. The LITF believes that there is a relationship between participant success and
case management.” (Emphasis is mine)

We would also like to communicate our support for the importance of allowing We-Energies to
use escrow accounting for the reasons spelled out in the final report. While we understand this
issue has been separated from the approval of the Revised Low-Income Pilot and will be taken up
in a future rate case, we wish to register our belief its application to the Low-Income Pilot was and
is legitimate and important as acknowledgment of the unique circumstances We-Energies faces in
addressing its low-income customer base.

If | can provide further information or answer any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me
at 608.244.0466 or

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Q.

Bob Jon
Public Policy Director



SCOTT WALKER
GOVERNOR

MIKE HUEBSCH
SECRETARY
Division of Energy Services

Post Office Box 7868
WISCOHNHSIN DEPARTMENT OF Madison, WI 33707-7868

ADMINISTR ATION S

March 28, 2011

Ms. Sandra Paske

Secretary to the Commission

Public Service Commission of Wisconsin
PO Box 7854 .

Madison, Wisconsin 53707

RE: Dockét 05-GF-144
Dear Ms. Paske:

On behalf of the State of Wisconsin, Division of Energy Services, 1 am writing to
communicate our endorsement of the final report of the Low-Income Pilot Task Force
jointly formed by the Public Service Comimission and We-Energies to advise on the future
of We-Energies Low-Income Pilot program.

The Division of Energy Services oversees the operation of the federally funded Low-Income
Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) and the Low-Income Weatherization Program. -
During the current program year we anticipate providing services to over 230,000
households with expenditures in excess of $250 million. We have always experienced a
uniquely positive relationship with We-Energies and local social services agencies that
cooperatively deliver state energy assistance and weatherization services to low-income
households. '

The Division was supportive in the design, implementation and evaluation of the initial
low-income pilot proposed and operated by We-Energies. We feel the program design has
proven to have a substantial impact on the ability of low-income houscholds to pay their
utility bills and has provided another resource for local LIHEAP and weatherization

" agencies to offer our program recipients. It has proven cost effective to provide a
compliment of services which enable customers to remain current on their bills, avoid
disconnections and avert cyclical crisis needs.

Staff within the division who served as members of the low-income pilot task force attest
to the efforts of We-Energies and other task force members to design a program that
improves upon the initial pilot and addresses the concerns of the Commission.
Specifically, it is our belief that significant attention has been paid to the inclusion of, and
reliance on, community based social service agencies as the primary delivery agents for
this program.,

WISCONSIN IS OPEN FOR BUSINESS
Wisconsin.goy



March 29, 2011
Page 2 of 2

We also extend our support for the use of escrow accounting for the reasons identified in
the final task force report. While we understand this issue is being addressed separately
from the approval of the revised low-income pilot and will be revisited in a future rate case,
we believe its application to this pilot was, and is still, appropriate. Escrow accounting is
one opportunity for We-Energies and the Milwaukee Community to better address the
challenges of serving a large low-income population.

Sincerely,

(s

Christopher Schoenherr, Administrator
Division of Energy Services



Il. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On June 15, 2010, the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin (PSCW) issued an order ending the
current We Energies Low Income Pilot (LIP) on April 15, 2011. The PSCW directed We Energies and
the PSCW to create a task force to evaluate the location, nature and needs of the population served by
the current LIP; the effectiveness of the current LIP; the viability of lifeline rates; and the necessity of
escrow accounting as a part of the program.

Since October 2010, the Low Income Task Force (LITF) — consisting of staff from social service
agencies actively engaged in serving low income populations, the Public Service Commission of
Wisconsin (PSCW), We Energies, the Citizens Utility Board, the Department of Administration, and
community volunteers — has met several times to research, examine, and evaluate the current LIP and
other issues.

The LITF spent considerable time examining the components of the current LIP. These program
components included the population served, the enrollment process and criteria, the conditions of
participation, the benefits to participants, the removal process and criteria, and the length of the
program. This examination included presentations by several stakeholders, including We Energies and
the participating social service agencies. It also included research into weatherization programs in
Wisconsin; best practices for energy assistance among governments, utilities, and community service
agencies; and the viability of lifeline rates in Wisconsin.

The LITF applied the lessons learned from this examination, and depended heavily on the knowledge
and experience of the LITF stakeholders to craft a Revised Low Income Program (RLIP) that retains the
best components of the current LIP, and makes recommendations on how to improve other components.

The report contains details on the proposed RLIP’s objectives, population served, enrollment process
and criteria, conditions of participation, benefits to participants, criteria and a process for removal from
the RLIP, the length of program participation, and performance goals of the program. The report also
recommends continuing the role of social service agencies in administering the program, and the use of
escrow accounting. A subcommittee of experts on the business side of the current LIP and RLIP has
carefully examined the cost-benefit relationship of both programs, and has concluded the RLIP will
benefit the utility, ratepayers, and program participants.

The LITF’s recommendations were made while paying keen attention to the concerns of the PSCW
Commissioners and the unique needs of We Energies’ at-risk customers. The recommendations were
also made with an eye on the business case. It is the LITF’s recommendation that the RLIP be approved
and implemented entirely as proposed — as a permanent and financially viable program — that helps our
low-income neighbors.
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A. INTRODUCTION

1. Overview
On May 14, 2010, the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin (PSCW) accepted the withdrawal of
We Energies’ request for extension of its Low Income Pilot (LIP) program and authorized an extension
of the current program until April 15, 2011. The Commission directed PSCW staff to form a task force
with We Energies to look at all relevant low-income bill payment issues, including the use of escrow
accounting and lifeline rates. The Low Income Task Force (LITF) was charged with developing
objectives and recommendations for a revised program to assist low-income households that is effective
from both a social and financial perspective.

The LITF convened on October 6, 2010. After an extensive review of the current LIP, the LITF created
a Revised Low Income Program (RLIP), which is described in this report.

The LITF also examined Wisconsin’s weatherization program, escrow accounting, lifeline rates, and
best practices in serving low-income households. The findings of this work are detailed in this report.

2. Task Force Members
The LITF consisted of a diverse group of stakeholders. Active members included representatives from
the following entities:

e Social service agencies engaged in serving low income populations,
Public Service Commission of Wisconsin (PSCW),

We Energies,

Citizens Utility Board,

Department of Administration, and

Community volunteers.

The LITF co-chairpersons were Joan Shafer, We Energies Vice President of Customer Services and
John Shenot, then PSCW Policy Advisor. In February of 2011, Carrie Templeton, Assistant
Administrator of PSCW’s Division of Water, Compliance and Consumer Affairs replaced John Shenot
as co-chairperson.

A state senator and state representative were invited to participate as members of the LITF. While they
were unable to attend scheduled meetings, legislative representatives were sent electronic copies of the
documents created by the taskforce, allowing them to remain informed and provide input to the LITF at
any time.

See Appendix A for a complete list of LITF participants.

3. Task Force Process
The LITF first convened on October 6, 2010 and held eight additional meetings from October 2010
through March 2011. Each meeting was attended by approximately 20 members and lasted
approximately five hours. All meetings were held in compliance with Wisconsin’s Open Meetings Law.
The goal of the LITF was to examine low-income payment issues, including the use of escrow
accounting and lifeline rates, and to develop objectives and recommendations for a revised low-income
program to assist low-income customers. The LITF was advised that any program it developed must be
effective from both a financial and social perspective.
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The LITF met for eight full sessions from October 2010 through March 2011. Each meeting was
attended by approximately 20 members and lasted approximately five hours. The objectives of the LITF
were to review and evaluate the existing LIP, make recommendations that were aligned with best
practices, and develop a business case/cost-benefit analysis to evaluate the recommendations.
Additionally, the LITF examined the value of escrow accounting, lifeline rates, weatherization, energy
efficiency education, and financial education.

See Appendix C for summaries of the meetings and full agendas from each meeting.
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B. CURRENT LOW INCOME PILOT

1. Overview
By order issued on March 23, 2005, the PSCW approved We Energies' request to implement a new pilot
program for low-income customers. The stated goal of the LIP was to keep low-income customers
connected and aggressively change the factors that are most closely associated with those customers’
inability to pay their energy bills.

The LIP included a reduced monthly payment; arrearage forgiveness based on bill payment; energy
conservation training and financial literacy education; and case management provided by social service
agencies that partner with We Energies to operate the program.

The original LIP was designed to run for three years. We Energies requested two separate extensions,
and the PSCW issued orders on December 11, 2007, and December 23, 2008, to approve one-year
extensions of the program.

An overview of the LIP prepared by We Energies is attached as Appendix D. Further information on
specific components of the current LIP is attached as Appendix F. The LIP is administered through four
social service agencies: Community Advocates, the Social Development Commission, both in
Milwaukee, and Hebron House of Hospitality and La Casa de Esperanza, Inc., both in Waukesha.
Representatives from three of these groups made presentations to the LITF. Copies of these
presentations are attached as Appendices G and H.

2. Population Served By the LIP
In Wisconsin, a disproportionate number of those in poverty reside within the We Energies service
territory. We Energies estimates that 285,000 of the 2.5 million people in their service territory live
below 100% of the federal poverty line. Among the ten largest cities in Wisconsin, Milwaukee has
more than 50,000 customers living below 100% of the federal poverty line, while the other nine
(Madison, Green Bay, Kenosha, Racine, Waukesha, Appleton, Eau Claire, Oshkosh, and Janesville) all
have fewer than 10,000 households each below 100% of the federal poverty level. Within We Energies’
service territory, income levels are lowest in Milwaukee County.*

The map to the left shows the high concentration of
We Energies customers in poverty in the City of
Milwaukee. Across the territory, We Energies has an
estimated higher proportion as well as a higher
number of households living in poverty than the other
large investor-owned utilities in the state.

Unnamed La
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Institute for Research on Poverty, September 2010

! “American Community Survey.” U.S. Census Bureau. 2010.
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The struggles of Milwaukee’s at-risk populations have been well documented by the local media. On
September 28, 2010, the Milwaukee Journal Sentinel published an in-depth article based on U.S. Census
Bureau figures that listed Milwaukee as the fourth
poorest big city in the United States.?

Wisconsin County Unemployment Rates

ey August 2010
s

According to the 2008 Wisconsin Poverty Report,
We Energies customers also account for 50% of the
state’s energy assistance applications. The U.S.
Census Bureau estimated that 112,300 We Energies
customers were unemployed. In August 2010, the
Wisconsin Department of Workforce Development

H(f T <39%
/ 40%-49
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estimated that 32,100 people were unemployed in E Joers
Milwaukee County alone. The map to the right W oos o
shows the unemployment rates by county in m o is

Wisconsin during August 2010.

Wisconsin Department of Workforce Development, August 2010

3. Enrollment:
To be eligible to enroll in the LIP, We Energies customers must be below 60% of the state median
income level. In addition, the customer must have:
e Only one active account,
No record of self-reconnects of utility services,
A record of being disconnected in the season preceding application,
Arrears,
A monthly budget of $65 or more,
Applied for state energy assistance (WHEAP), and
Accepted weatherization assistance, if offered.

Before enrollment, customers must make a down payment of two monthly budget payments toward
arrears. The program is capped at 3,000 participants in Milwaukee County and 300 participants in
Waukesha County. Enrollment is open from January 1 to June 15, or when the cap is met.

4. Participation:
While enrolled in the program, a customer must make a monthly payment that is equivalent to one-
twelfth of his or her WHEAP benefit plus the utility co-pay. Previously, customers were required to
attend educational workshops on personal finance and energy conservation. This educational
requirement was ended by the PSCW’s order dated June 15, 2010.°

5. Benefits to Participants
Customers enrolled in the program receive a reduced monthly payment and are rewarded every three
months with a 25% forgiveness of arrears, if the monthly payments are made. Thus, after a year of
successful monthly payments, the customer’s arrears are completely forgiven. While shortfalls are
forgiven, credits are not returned to the customer. Customers are also required to receive WHEAP
benefits, and accept weatherization assistance if it is offered. Customers previously received personal
finance and energy conservation education. Customers enrolled in LIP also receive case management

2 Glauber, Bill and Poston, Ben. “Milwaukee Now Fourth Poorest City in Nation.” Milwaukee Journal Sentinel. 28 September 2010.
® Public Service Commissions of Wisconsin Order, Reference Number 133375. 15 June 2010.
<http://psc.wi.gov/apps35/ERF_view/viewdoc.aspx?docid=133375>
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from the social service agencies that partner with We Energies in administering the program. Case
management gives participants access to other programs, many of which provide funding to individuals,
which will then enhance participants’ ability to pay energy bills.

6. Removal Criteria
Customers are removed if they miss more than two monthly payments or fail to apply and qualify for
WHEAP each season.

Customers previously were removed from the program if they failed to attend the required personal
finance and energy conservation workshops.

7. Length of Program Participation
LIP initially was limited to enrollment for three years, but was changed to an indefinite enrollment
period as long as the customer continues to meet the eligibility requirements.
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C. PROPOSED REVISED LOW INCOME PROGRAM

1. Overview
The LITF was directed to design a new program to serve the low-income population currently enrolled
in the LIP. This new program was named the Revised Low Income Program (RLIP) and is proposed as
a permanent program for We Energies customers. Much of the design is similar to the current LIP, but
several minor changes have been made. This section will describe the new program, changes from the
previous program, and the LITF’s justifications for those changes. The RLIP has been fine-tuned to
respond to the PSCW Commissioners’ concerns about the current LIP, to incorporate aspects of best
practices from programs around the country and experiences with the current LIP, and to ensure more
consistency with public policy, particularly with respect to energy conservation and weatherization
programs.

2. Objectives
The LITF revised and streamlined the original objectives of the LIP and identified two primary
objectives for the RLIP:
0 Reduce the cost to serve the targeted segment of low-income customers.
o0 Maintain energy service of enrolled customers through ongoing customer payments.

The cost to serve low-income customers is high, regardless of their participation in a low-income
program. As a group, they have limited resources to pay utility bills and rely heavily on outside sources
such as energy assistance, crisis dollars and Keep Wisconsin Warm Funds for assistance with bills. As a
result, and as the LITF found in the business case, this group of customers call social service agencies
and the utility more frequently, pay inconsistently, get disconnected more often, tend to engage in unsafe
practices such as energy diversion, and collectively demand more operational resources on a daily basis.
The RLIP will enable We Energies to serve participating customers at a reduced cost to both the utility
and ratepayers by offering a more affordable payment to participants. Lower payments increase the
likelihood of more frequent payments, which decreases bad debt to We Energies. Regular payments
also mean fewer service disconnections, which decreases the costs associated with disconnecting and
reconnecting service, self-reconnections and negotiating satisfactory payment arrangements.

The success of the RLIP depends upon customers continuing to pay to maintain their energy services
and the program is designed to achieve this objective. The RLIP will make utility service more
affordable for low-income customers by continuing to offer subsidized monthly payments, requiring
participants to apply for energy assistance to offset bills, and by offering arrears forgiveness. A more
affordable payment and a lower arrearage increases the likelihood that customers can make regular
payments and be able to maintain service for longer periods of time. Access to social service agencies
ensures that participants have access to other programs, many of which provide funding to individuals,
which will then enhance participants’ ability to pay energy bills.

3. Population Served By the RLIP
As noted previously, the LITF closely studied and recognized the challenges of the population served by
the current LIP. The RLIP targets the same geographic and demographic population.

The LITF discussed the prospect of expanding the population served by the RLIP. The LITF believes
that based on the magnitude of poverty and other at-risk attributes of the population served by We
Energies, the RLIP should be expanded to include all eligible low-income customers living in
Milwaukee County. The LITF recommends retaining the current cap of 300 participants in Waukesha
County.
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The LITF also examined whether to expand eligibility for the RLIP to We Energies customers in other
counties. The LITF recommends an expansion of the RLIP to the following counties where need has
been identified and social service networks are present and willing to support the program:

o Kenosha County

0 Racine County
The LITF evaluated poverty and other data for these areas and concluded there is a definite need for a
low-income energy assistance program.

A key to the expansion of the RLIP is the existence of a support structure (agency/utility) to manage the
program. When considering expansion of the program, the LITF recommends that We Energies should
take the following steps:

o0 Examine the geographic region under consideration for an agency to partner with that is
already established in the community; has a record of serving low-income and at-risk
populations; has partnered with We Energies or a similar entity in the past; and has
experience with intake processes, case management, and energy assistance.

o0 Incorporate best practices from the agencies already partnered with We Energies in the
current LIP (Community Advocates and the Social Development Commission in Milwaukee)
when establishing the RLIP.

0 Analyze whether the RLIP requires adjustment to better serve the new enrollees, including
establishing an appropriate enrollment cap.

Upon completion of the RLIP enrollment application, the agency reviews the terms and conditions of
program participation, and signs a Revised Low Income Program Agreement form with the customer
acknowledging their understanding and agreement to comply with program requirements. The signed
RLIP enrollment form is submitted electronically to We Energies.

4. Enrollment
The program is designed to maintain a yearly customer base of 3,000 participants. The current LIP’s
enrollment eligibility criteria include a requirement for customers to be below 60% of the state median
income level. In addition, current LIP participants must have:

Only one active account,

No record of self-reconnects of utility services,

A record of being disconnected in the season preceding application,

Arrears,

A monthly budget of $65 or more,

Applied for state energy assistance (WHEAP), and

Accepted weatherization assistance, if offered.

The core eligibility criteria for RLIP would remain the same as the current LIP with a few exceptions.
Under RLIP, customers still could not have active multiple accounts or a record of self-reconnects of
utility services. The RLIP also maintains the requirement of arrears, a monthly budget amount of $65 or
more, and application for state energy assistance.

The LITF recommends that additional flexibility be granted to program management for limited waivers
of the disconnection requirement. Special consideration for enrollment within and outside of the
enrollment period will be given to customers who demonstrate payment problems and have met the
criteria for disconnection, but had not been disconnected in the prior season. To ensure the exception
process is applied uniformly, these situations will be reported by RLIP social service agency case
managers to We Energies management for review and enrollment consideration.
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The LITF recommends that the current enrollment period (from January to June) be retained, as it aligns
with staff resourcing and the availability of crisis funds. However, the LITF also recommends that
additional flexibility be granted to program management for limited waivers to enroll customers outside
of the enrollment period. Waivers would be granted to customers with special circumstances who may
benefit from participation in the RLIP.

To supplement the participant pool to account for attrition, We Energies will query its customer system
for potential participants at the beginning of each program year. A list of eligible customers will be
generated based on the following criteria:

e Wisconsin residential account,

e Arrears balance,

e Received energy assistance (WHEAP) during the prior heating season,

e Disconnected in the previous season or in the current season prior to enrollment,
e Budget amount is greater than $65 at the time of the last bill, and

e No self-reconnects in the prior 24 months.

Customers who meet these criteria will be mailed a postcard that offers enrollment. Customers who
respond to the postcard, along with other eligible customers identified by We Energies representatives at
the time of contact, will be quoted a required down payment amount of twice the monthly budget
amount, not to exceed $600, and referred to a participating RLIP agency.

Customers are required to provide proof of having made the required down payment before enroliment
is confirmed. If the customer is unable to pay the entire down payment, the RLIP agency case manager
has the option to make a “Promise Payment” to We Energies of up to half the required down payment
amount to ensure the customer’s enrollment in the RLIP.

Agency staff completes the customer’s energy assistance application if needed, calculates the monthly
RLIP payment by using the formula below and completes the RLIP enrollment with the customer.

Inputs On Enrollment Form
e Monthly Energy Budget: We Energies’ premises budget amount
e Customer Co-Pay Percentage: from table on application form

CO-PAY CHART

Income level compared Customer variable
to Guideline co-payment %

Less than 75% FPG 30%

75% to 100% FPG 40%

Greater than 100% FPG 50%

e Energy Assistance Benefit: 1/12™ of Energy assistance grant for the current season.

Payment calculation formula:
1. Monthly Energy Budget - 1/12" of Energy Assistance = Budget Less Energy
Assistance
2. Budget Less Energy Assistance - $65 = Budget Less Fixed Payment
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3. Budget Less Fixed Payment x Customer Co-Pay Percentage = Customer Variable
Payment

4. Budget ‘!_ess Fixed Payment - Customer Variable Payment = Co-Payment Charged to
Escrow

Customer Payment = $65 + Customer Variable Payment

Upon completion of the RLIP enrollment application, the agency reviews the terms and conditions of
program participation, and signs a Revised Low Income Program Agreement form with the customer
acknowledging their understanding and agreement to comply with program requirements.

The signed RLIP enrollment form is submitted electronically to We Energies where staff updates the
Customer Service Solution (CSS) database.

5. Participation
While enrolled in the RLIP, customers must make a monthly payment that is calculated based on
income, energy assistance funding available, and energy usage. The customer’s monthly payment
cannot be less than $65.

The original LIP required participants to attend educational workshops and accept weatherization
assistance, if offered. The LITF considered the role of energy conservation and weatherization
programs in the RLIP. Based on best practice research, the LITF concluded that although these
programs play an important role in reducing overall energy use, it may not be the most cost-effective
approach.

Based on current Wisconsin public policy and conversations with PSCW staff, We Energies plans to use
current weatherization programs available through Focus on Energy. RLIP participants will be
automatically screened for eligibility and participation in the state’s weatherization programs and
referrals will be made accordingly. We Energies also intends to utilize current voluntary programs
under the Voluntary Filing in Response to Chapter PSC Rule 137.08 and Fulfillment of Order Point 71
of Docket 5-UR-103.

6. Benefits to Participants
Customers enrolled in the LIP receive a reduced monthly payment. The shortfall created by the reduced
payment will be forgiven by the RLIP, similar to the old LIP. Although shortfalls are forgiven, credits
that arise as a result of lower usage are not returned to the customer.

Customers who make three monthly on-time payments will receive forgiveness of 25% of their arrears.
Thus, after a year of successful monthly payments, the customer’s arrears are completely forgiven.

Customers enrolled in the RLIP will also be required to receive WHEAP benefits. Customers may be
referred to weatherization and energy conservation programs. Customers enrolled in LIP also receive
case management from the social service agencies that partner with We Energies in administering the
program. Case management will give participants access to other programs, which already exist and are
funded, and which enhance participants’ ability to pay energy bills.

7. Removal Criteria

4 “Co-Payment Charged to Escrow" is the amount that is applied (credited) to the customers account on a monthly basis and
considered uncollectable expense and written off to the escrow account.
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When considering the criteria for removal from the program, the LITF relied on the team’s experience
as well as a review of best practices.

The LITF recommends that customers be removed from the RLIP if they either fail to make required
monthly payments or fail to receive energy assistance on an on-going basis. As with the LIP, customers
may miss up to two payments and remain in the RLIP.

The current criteria for removal from the program will remain the same for the RLIP. However, the
LITF recommends adding flexibility for exceptions such as a job loss. Agency caseworkers would work
with We Energies program managers to allow a one-time exception for a missed a payment that would
normally result in removal from the program if the customer notifies We Energies or the agency staff in
a timely manner. We Energies will work with agency management to identify criteria to be used to
ensure participating agencies and case managers apply exceptions uniformly.

Financial and energy conservation education will no longer be a requirement of the RLIP. Consequently,
failure to attend sessions will not be cause for removal from the RLIP.

Any participating customer who moves is not eligible for continued enrollment in the RLIP if the new
address is outside of the participating territories.

Customers who no longer meet eligibility requirements for the RLIP will receive a letter from We
Energies informing them that they have been removed from the program. We Energies will remove the
customer, and the customer will not be eligible for re-enrollment in the plan, unless special
circumstances warrant an exception. Recommendations for one-time re-enrollments will be made by the
RLIP agency to We Energies management for consideration.

8. Length of Program Participation
The LITF recommends that a customer’s enrollment in the RLIP be indefinite as long as the customer
continues to meet eligibility requirements.

9. Role of Social Service Agencies
The LITF reviewed best practices with respect to the involvement of social service agencies in utilities’
low-income programs. The LITF concluded that social service agencies are uniquely qualified to
provide case management and referrals to other programs, which are critical to the operation of the RLIP
and can be done for a lower cost than We Energies. The LITF believes that there is a relationship
between participant success and case management. The business case below notes that LIP participants
received more energy assistance and paid more of their energy costs than other low-income customers
not in the LIP. The LITF attributes this to case management, which ensures that participants are
enrolled in programs (W2, Medicaid, Food Stamps, Rent Assistance, etc.) for which they qualify.
Utilizing social service agencies is also consistent with the best practices research (See Appendix O).

Agencies may choose to offer conservation or financial educational sessions to RLIP participants at their
discretion. Unlike the current LIP, financial and energy conservation education will not be a component
of the RLIP. If educational sessions are not offered, case managers will have additional time to help
clients who require special assistance in accessing other supportive services.

10. Escrow Accounting
In considering escrow accounting of uncollectible expenses, the LITF reviewed why it is important to
We Energies, and whether escrow accounting should be a component of the RLIP design and approval.
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In consideration of this, the LITF discussed the following questions:
e What is unigue at We Energies to support using escrow accounting for uncollectible expenses?
e Does having escrow accounting of uncollectible expenses suppress the collections activities and
effort of We Energies?

The LITF addressed the first issue by studying the demographics and economic conditions of the We
Energies service territory and how those conditions compare to other utility service territories statewide
and nationally. The evidence clearly indicates that customers in the We Energies service territory face
severe economic conditions unlike those found elsewhere in Wisconsin. These conditions are reflected
in poverty rates, the distribution of LIHEAP funding, and unemployment rates:
e Milwaukee County had a 20.1% poverty rate (2009) vs. Wisconsin state average of 12.4%,
e We Energies service territory contains more than 50% of Wisconsin’s people in poverty,
¢ Milwaukee County has 17% of state population but has 28% of the households receiving
LIHEAP funding, and
e We Energies service territory had unemployment rates 1 to 1.5% higher than other Wisconsin
utilities.
The LITF concluded that We Energies faces greater financial risk from its residential arrears and
uncollectible accounts than other Wisconsin utilities, and that the risk continues despite proactive and
increased collection efforts on the company’s part.

Similar to other large metropolitan areas, Milwaukee’s high percentage of people in poverty has been
recognized (Milwaukee Journal Sentinel, 9/28/2010):

Percent of People in Poverty

Detroit, Ml 36.4%
Cleveland, OH 35.0%
Buffalo, NY 28.8%
Milwaukee, WI 27.0%
St Louis, MO 26.7%
Miami, FL 26.5%
Memphis, TN 26.2%
Cincinnati, OH 25.7%
Philadelphia, PA 25.0%
Newark, NJ 23.9%

The LITF looked at accounting treatment provided to other utilities serving economically distressed
populations in the U.S. This research identified other regulatory commissions across the country that
have authorized escrow accounting treatment (or a similar treatment) for uncollectible expenses for a
number of utilities with similar demographics.®> The research is summarized in the table below.

® It is important to note that some states have a shorter or no moratorium on disconnecting utility services.
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ELECTRIC Gas
Bad Debt Def Cost Bad Debt Def
Local Electric Distribution Utilit Clause Gas Distribution Cost Clause

Detroit

Cleveland
Buffalo
Milwaukee

Milw Metro WI Gas/WEGO
St Louis Ameren Electric No Laclede Gas Company No
Miami Florida P&L No Florida City Gas No**
Memphis Light, Gas & Water Memphis Light, Gas & Water

Memphis Division No** Division No**
Philadelph Philadelphia Gas Works &
ia PECO No** PECO No**
NYC Con Ed No
Newark
Chicago
** Research of regulatory treatments still in process - assumed no protection at this time

The LITF considered the second issue (i.e. collection efforts) by reviewing the overall collections
activities, philosophy and practices of We Energies with respect to residential customers and how those
collection activities have changed and improved throughout the last five years. The LITF believes,
based on feedback from We Energies and PSCW staff members serving on the LITF, that the collections
practices at We Energies are appropriately focused to reduce electric and gas expense within the
structure of the Wisconsin Administrative Code. The LITF also concluded that the strong We Energies
collection program does not appear to be adversely impacted by the utility’s use of escrow accounting to
reduce uncollectible expenses.

Based on the information presented, the LITF discussed the size and uncertainty of uncollectible
expenses at We Energies. The LITF discussed how variations in natural gas prices, electricity prices,
weather, and changes in energy assistance program funding can have a significant impact on the level of
a utility’s uncollectible expenses. We Energies may therefore be assuming proportionally greater risk of
residential uncollectible expense than any other Wisconsin utility. From these discussions, LITF
members have a better understanding of escrow accounting than before convening, and the LITF
recommends that it is in the ratepayers’ and utility’s best interest for We Energies to have escrow
accounting treatment of all residential uncollectible expenses.

See Appendix L for a copy of the We Energies presentation to the LITF on escrow accounting.

11. Business Case Cost Analysis
The LITF carefully examined the business case and the previous cost-benefit analysis performed on this
program. The task force could not understand why the business case information appeared negative.
From the utility’s point of view, the LIP customers created fewer phone calls, less collection action, and
made regular monthly payments. However, the utility had not, at that time, mined the customer
information system to support this perception. A subcommittee of the LITF was formed to take a fresh
look at the cost of the low-income customers and to specifically look at those costs from the perspective
of a ratepayer. As noted in the attached letter of support from TetraTech (previously named PA
Consulting), which performed an earlier analysis of the current LIP, the revised method is a more direct
analysis of the program’s impact on the utility and ratepayers than the previous analysis method.

During its presentation to the LITF, TetraTech explained that the previous analysis was not developed
with the intent of illustrating the effectiveness of the program as a whole. Rather, they were directed to
develop a cost-benefit analysis in the traditional sense of the word — what are the costs going out from
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the utility (e.g., co-payments), and what are the benefits coming into the utility (e.g., revenue from the
customer). In addition, TetraTech explained that the perspective represented within the 2009 report was
not encompassing in that it did not examine the costs of serving this population in the absence of the
LIP. It did not consider the direct costs or the impact of lost revenue to We Energies and its other
ratepayers that result when LIP customers experience service disconnections.

The LITF subcommittee included representatives from the PSCW and We Energies, as well as the
TetraTech analyst that led the Year Three evaluation of the LIP. For the most part, the LITF’s sub-
committee used the same assumptions and data that TetraTech used in the Year Three evaluation of the
LIP. The most significant differences were that 1) the sub-committee compared the cost of serving LIP
participants to the cost of serving other customers eligible for the current LIP who were not in the
program, and 2) the analysis took into account that a portion of the costs would not be recovered without

program intervention.

In addition to data collected by the program evaluation, the analysis incorporated actual customer usage,
payment, and contact data. We Energies selected a random sample of approximately 40 customers.
Half of the sample participated in the program, and half did not participate.

The samples showed that the number of payments increased with participation in the current LIP, which

included increases in assistance payments.

Non LIP LIP
$ % of Pymnt % of Bill $ % of Pymnt % of Bill Difference

Revenue per Customer $2,486.78 $2,870.78 $384.01
Payments to WE /cust

- Customer $782.47 58% 31% $1,304.43 60% 45% $521.96

- Assistance $574.02 42% 23% $874.53 40% 30% $300.51
Total Payments $1,356.48 55% $2,178.96 76% $822.47
Uncollectible Exp/cust $1,130.29 $691.83 -$438.47
# of Payments/cust/yr 3.4 12.0

The samples also showed that customers who were not participating in the current LIP had substantially
higher interactions with We Energies than those who were participating in the current LIP. On average,
a non-LIP low-income customer made eleven calls per year versus four among the LIP customers. The
LITF subcommittee did not have the specific length of the calls, so it assumed that each call lasted 15

minutes, which is a conservative estimate.

Calls /customer/yr
Types of calls
General Cust Serv
Disconnect calls
Collection/litigation
Medical Condition

Assumed Average call
(min/cust/call)

Disconnects /cust/yr

Non LIP LIP

11
2.9
5.1
1.7
1.3
15

0.8

4

o O o &
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A number of variables fed into the complete analysis, including costs for agency services, cost of energy
service, number and amount of customer payments, and direct costs of services provided by We
Energies to the customer (including costs for telephone contacts, field activities for disconnects and
reconnects, processes to verify the customer’s identity, etc.).

The business case reviewed a single year snapshot of customer usage and program data for the 40 cases
randomly sampled. The cost assessment related to the LIP participants and eligible non-LIP participants
is shown below. The table illustrates the cost of running the LIP, with the agencies’ support, compared
with not running the LIP.

2011 estimate LIP vs w/o LIP
w/ LIP w Agencies w/o LIP
WE O&M costs
WE Program Admin Costs $362,936 $594,812 ($231,876)
Payment to agencies for admin $450,000 $0 $450,000
Disconnect & Reconnect costs $89,896 $163,447 ($73,551)
Pos ID Costs $0 $2,340 ($2,340)
Subtotal O&M costs $902,832 $760,599 $142,233
WE Uncollectible expense
Cost of WE Utility Energy Service $7,979,031 $7,460,330 $518,702
Customer Payments -$5,180,011 -$4,069,450 ($1,110,561)
Subtotal Uncollectible expense $2,799,020 $3,390,880 ($591,860)
Total Net Costs $3,701,852 $4,151,479 ($449,627)
Net Participants 3,000 3,000
Cost per Net Participant $1,233.95 $1,383.83

Utility Ratepayer Benefit/Cost ratio 1.12

The analysis shows that in the initial year of the program, the estimated cost (including uncollectible
expense) to serve a low-income customer participating in the LIP was $1,234 versus a cost of $1,383 for
a low-income customer not participating in the LIP. The initial year had a utility customer benefit/cost
ratio of 1.12 — meaning the benefits exceeded the costs.

The analysis also shows that attrition costs declined over time as LIP participants paid on a more regular
basis. In subsequent years, as the customer base of successful participants grows, the attrition costs are
reduced, and the benefit/cost ratio continues to rise (e.g. from 1.12 to 1.16 by year three) as shown
below:

From 3/2009 Study

Retention
Year 1 Remain 45%
Year 2 Remain 25%
Year 3 Remain 19%
Other Years 15%

Success % B/C Ratio
Yearl 45% 1.12
Year 2 50% 1.14
Year3 55% 1.16
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See Appendix K for copies of the presentation by We Energies on the business case to the LITF, and the
presentation by TetraTech on the business case.

12. Performance Goals
We Energies will evaluate the business case for the RLIP every two years to determine the ongoing
performance and benefits of the program. Results of the evaluations will be submitted to the PSC as part
of We Energies’ future rate case applications.

13. LIP and RLIP Side-By-Side
The following table summarizes the current LIP and the RLIP.

" Current Low Income Pilot

" Revised Low Income Program

Population Served

We Energies customers below
60% of the state median income
level, who:

- Reside in Milwaukee County or
Waukesha County,

- Receive WHEAP assistance,

- No record of self-reconnects,

- Have arrears,

- Were disconnected in the
season preceding enrollment.

We Energies customers below
60% of the state median income
level, who:

- Reside in Milwaukee County or
Waukesha County,

- Receive WHEAP assistance,

- No record of self-reconnects,

- Have arrears,

- Were disconnected in the season
preceding enrollment,

- Limited exceptions to enroll
customers outside of the
enrollment period, and

- Limited waiver of no
disconnects requirement.

Enrollment Cap

- 3,000 in Milwaukee County
- 300 in Waukesha County

- 3,000 in Milwaukee County
- 300 in Waukesha County

Expansion

No expansion.

- Recommended expansion to
Kenosha and Racine County.
- Expand in Milwaukee

Enrollment Period

January to June

January to June

Down Payment

Two times the customer’s budget
bill payment, not to exceed $600.

Two times the customer’s budget
bill payment, not to exceed $600.

Monthly Payment

Calculated based on income,
energy assistance funding, and
energy usage. Not to be less
than $65.

Calculated based on income,
energy assistance funding, and
energy usage. Not to be less than
$65.

Benefits to
Participants

- Discounted monthly payment
- Forgiveness of payment
shortfall

- 25% of arrears forgiven after 3
months of payments

- Referral to weatherization
services

- Accept weatherization if it is
offered

- Discounted monthly payment
- Forgiveness of payment
shortfall

- 25% of arrears forgiven after 3
months of payments

- Referral to weatherization
services
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Education
Component

Conservation and financial
literacy education required.

No required education
component. Participants will be
referred to other programs if
necessary.

Removal Criteria

- Missing 2 monthly payments
- Failure to receive energy
assistance

- Failure to participate in
education component

- Missing 2 monthly payments

- Failure to receive energy
assistance

- Added flexibility for exceptions

Length of Program

Indefinite, as long as customer
meets eligibility and
participation requirements

Indefinite, as long as customer
meets eligibility and participation
requirements

Role of Social
Service Agencies

Enrollment, case management

Enrollment, case management

Inclusion of Escrow
Accounting

Included

Recommended

16
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D. OTHER ISSUES DISCUSSED

In addition to examining the current LIP and designing the RLIP, the LITF examined three other issues that
were important to the LITF’s work. The LITF learned about Wisconsin’s weatherization program, best
practices for serving low-income utility customers, and the viability of lifeline rates.

1. Weatherization
Susan Brown, Deputy Administrator of the Wisconsin Department of Administration’s Division of
Energy Services, and Bob Jones, the Public Policy Director of the Wisconsin Community Action
Program (WISCAP) briefed the LITF on Wisconsin’s weatherization programs. See Appendices L and
M for copies of their presentations.

2. Best Practices
The LITF commissioned a research project of best practices for energy assistance programs. An
independent research consultant, Michael Bare, retained by the Community Advocates Public Policy
Institute, conducted this analysis. Mr. Bare produced a report called, “An Exploration of Solutions to
Low-Income Populations’ Energy Needs” (See Appendix N). Mr. Bare also gave a presentation to the
LITF on his research (See Appendix O).

The best practices research identified four issues that the LITF was examining: customer payments,
arrears, disconnects, and usage. The research concluded that for this target population, the four issues
have been addressed by several discrete policy systems that are often disjointed and administered with
little to no coordination.

A survey of energy assistance programs around the country revealed that there are several policy
approaches to each issue.

Customer Payments: To address payment, the federal government established LIHEAP and loan
programs; state governments instituted percentage of income payment plans (PIPP), required utilities to
offer energy assistance programs, provided emergency assistance, created tax rebates and credits,
mandated discounts, and created funds to distribute assistance money. Municipal governments rarely
have emergency assistance or loan programs available.

Utilities have created programs like the LIP, and have offered budget programs, financial education, bill
credits, discounts, and emergency assistance funds.

Community organizations have created direct assistance programs to help at-risk populations with
energy needs and have partnered with governments and utilities to administer their energy assistance
programs.

Arrears: To address arrears, utilities have created programs that include a forgiveness component if
participants meet certain requirements while in the program.

Disconnects: To address disconnects, states have established varying levels of shutoff moratoriums.
These include date and temperature-based moratoriums, though not all states have either one. Ultilities
have also incorporated disconnect policies into energy assistance programs.

Usage: To address usage, the federal government and state governments have created weatherization
programs that lower customers’ bills and provide an investment in the home. Utilities and community
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organizations have also created weatherization programs and sometimes provide in-home audits and
conservation/efficiency education programs.

The research found that governments, utilities, and community organizations all play a role in providing
energy assistance. Governments (federal, state, and local) provide shutoff moratoriums, bill assistance,
loans, weatherization programs, emergency relief/assistance, tax rebates and credits, homelessness
prevention programs, and establish funds to provide financial assistance to individuals and
organizations. Utilities provide in-home audits and weatherization, bill assistance, bill credits and
discounts, and education programs; accept donations (from customers, shareholders, employees and
private sources) to establish funds for assistance efforts; match donations to funds; and create holistic
programs (like the We Energies Low Income Pilot). Community organizations, and partnerships of
governments, utilities, and community organizations, also offer varying levels of the types of assistance
programs.

A case study of the American Community Survey’s five poorest cities in America (Detroit, Cleveland,
Buffalo, Milwaukee, and St. Louis) revealed that low-income Milwaukeeans must rely more on the
utility for assistance than the other assistance sources. A comparable level of service is available in
Buffalo and St. Louis, with Milwaukee exhibiting a higher level of community assistance in part
because of the LIP’s partnership with community service agencies. In Cleveland, the state provides a
percentage of income payment plan (PIPP), which allows the other sources to provide a low level of
assistance. In Detroit, the level of assistance available from any source is lackluster. When compared to
the other cities, the level of assistance available to Milwaukee’s low-income population receives a high
rating. However, without the current LIP program, Milwaukee’s low-income population would be in a
comparatively worse situation.

The best practices research concluded that there is no discernable best practice to comprehensively
address the energy needs of at-risk populations, but that common practices and best practices for
program components could provide useful context for evaluating LIP and be incorporated into the RLIP
to make a better program than the current LIP.

3. Lifeline Rates
The term “lifeline rate” can have multiple meanings, but most typically it refers to some form of
inclining block rate where a customer pays a lower rate for the first block of energy used and higher
rates for additional energy used. The Commission’s June 15, 2010, order charged the LITF with looking
at the pros and cons of lifeline rates, and the LITF has done so. This section summarizes those findings.

Research By PSCW Staff

1. Statutory Authority for Lifeline Rates

Wisconsin statutes do not explicitly allow or disallow for lifeline rates. The standard for lawful rates
specified in Wis. Stats. §196.3716 would apply:
“(1) If, after an investigation under this chapter or ch. 197, the commission finds rates, tolls, charges,
schedules or joint rates to be unjust, unreasonable, insufficient or unjustly discriminatory or
preferential or otherwise unreasonable or unlawful, the commission shall determine and order
reasonable rates, tolls, charges, schedules or joint rates to be imposed, observed and followed in the
future.
(2) If the commission finds that any measurement, regulation, practice, act or service is unjust,
unreasonable, insufficient, preferential, unjustly discriminatory or otherwise unreasonable or
unlawful, or that any service is inadequate, or that any service which reasonably can be demanded
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cannot be obtained, the commission shall determine and make any just and reasonable order relating
to a measurement, regulation, practice, act or service to be furnished, imposed, observed and
followed in the future.”

In contrast, lifeline rates are explicitly authorized in federal law under 16 USC 82624, which is titled
“Lifeline rates” and reads in part as follows:
“(a) Lower rates
No provision of this chapter prohibits a State regulatory authority (with respect to an electric
utility for which it has ratemaking authority) or a nonregulated electric utility from fixing,
approving, or allowing to go into effect a rate for essential needs (as defined by the State
regulatory authority or by the nonregulated electric utility, as the case may be) of residential
electric consumers which is lower than a rate under the standard referred to in section 2621(d)(1)
of this title.
(b) Determination
If any State regulated electric utility or nonregulated electric utility does not have a lower rate as
described in subsection (a) of this section in effect two years after November 9, 1978, the State
regulatory authority having ratemaking authority with respect to such State regulated electric
utility or the nonregulated electric utility, as the case may be, shall determine, after an
evidentiary hearing, whether such a rate should be implemented by such utility.”

The “standard referred to in section 2621(d)(1) of this title” is the well-known cost of service standard,
which is detailed in 16 USC §2625(a) and will not be repeated here.

Considering all of the above, the bottom line is that state commissions are not only authorized by federal
law to set rates for “essential needs” of residential customers that are less than the traditional cost of
service standard, but were mandated to determine decades ago whether such rates should be
implemented by each utility they regulate.

2. PSC Determination Mandated by 16 USC §2624(b)

In 1979 the Commission opened docket 05-UR-9, Generic Investigation on the Commission’s Own
Motion Whether or Not to Implement Electric and Natural Gas Utility Lifeline Rates. Although PSCW
staff has not succeeded in finding any of the supporting documents from this 30-year-old docket, the
Commission’s final order of March 3, 1981 was archived and is included with this report as Appendix
R. PSCW staff members serving on the LITF do not believe that the Commission in 2010 was aware of
the existence of the 1979 generic investigation or the 1981 order when it ordered the LITF to investigate
the pros and cons of lifeline rates.

In the 1981 order, the Commission closed its generic investigation without ordering any utility to
implement a lifeline rate. The Commission did, however, order that its Findings of Fact and Final
Environmental Impact Statement on Lifeline Rates should receive official notice in any rate case in
which lifeline rates are considered. Two items in the Findings of Fact seem especially germane to the
LITF’s consideration of lifeline rates:

e Based on the record, the Commission found that it was not appropriate to implement a specific
statewide lifeline rate or general lifeline rate at that time.

e The Commission found that lifeline rates are an appropriate issue for consideration in individual
rate proceedings.
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It is difficult to untangle, thirty years after the fact, exactly why the Commission found statewide lifeline
rates inappropriate. However, two of the three Commissioners wrote concurring opinions arguing
forcefully against lifeline rates, and we can glean some insights from those opinions.

Chairman Stanley York called targeted lifeline rates for low income customers a form of income
redistribution, and argued that “it would be totally inappropriate for an appointed body to take that kind
of authority unto itself... [SJuch a responsibility belongs only to elected officials and the legislative
process.” Chairman York further argued that universal lifeline rates available to all customers would
also be fatally flawed, because he rejected what he saw as the underlying premise: that residential
consumers have a right to a certain amount of service at rates below their utilities’ costs to serve them.
Chairman York also noted the difficulty as a practical matter of determining how much energy was
needed to meet the essential needs of residential customers. Finally, the Chairman noted that even if he
could accept the philosophical rationale for lifeline rates, he could not support rates that penalize persons
who use large amounts of energy.

Commissioner Willie Nunnery focused his concurring opinion on the Commission’s authority under
Wis. Stats. Chapter 196. He believed that targeted lifeline rates for low income customers would be
unlawfully discriminatory because in his interpretation the statute did not allow for discrimination in
rates based on ability to pay. Commissioner Nunnery felt that lifeline rates should not be implemented
without a “clearly definable statutory prescription for establishing a ‘justly discriminatory’ rate.”

3. Lifeline Rates Offered by Wisconsin Energy Utilities

In a 1980 rate case (docket 3270-UR-9) for Madison Gas and Electric Company (MGE), the
Commission approved experimental lifeline rates for residential gas customers and residential electric
customers. This experiment happened prior to the generic investigation described above and was unique
to MGE. In 1984, subsequent to the generic investigation, the Commission ordered a study of the
effectiveness of MGE’s lifeline rates. That study ultimately resulted in the cancellation of the
experiment, after Commission staff testified in a later rate case that the lifeline rates had performed
poorly in meeting their objectives of reducing energy burdens and promoting energy conservation. The
lifeline rates were closed to new customers as of July 30, 1985, but customers who were already on
those tariffs at that time were allowed to remain on them as long as they continued to meet all of the
eligibility requirements.

According to MGE’s 2009 Annual Report to PSC, there were only 20 customers remaining on the gas
lifeline tariff and just 27 on the electric lifeline tariff.

MGE’s gas lifeline rate is 2 cents/therm cheaper than the ordinary residential rate from November 1 to
March 31 of each year, and the same price the rest of the year. This represents a 7.3% cost reduction
during those winter months. For electricity, the lifeline rate differs from the typical residential rate in
terms of both the daily customer charge and the charge per kWh for the first 300 kWh used in each
billing period. The daily customer charge is reduced by 45% (12.81 cents/day). The charge per kWh
for the first 300 kWh used in each billing period is reduced by 33%: at today’s rates, 3.607 cents/kWh
from June 1 to September 30 of each year and 3.323 cents/kWh (34%) the rest of the year.

PSC staff members serving on the LITF are not aware of any other Wisconsin energy utilities or
cooperatives that currently offer lifeline rates.
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Research By We Energies

At the request of the LITF, staff at We Energies looked for published research and analysis that would
supplement the findings in the Commission’s 1981 order on lifeline rates. Staff from We Energies
ultimately found that the following five publications were the most helpful to them:

e Costello, K., “Criteria for Determining the Effectiveness of Utility-Initiated Energy Assistance,”
The Electricity Journal, April 2010.

e Faruqui, A. and Hledik, R., “Transition to Dynamic Pricing,” Public Utilities Fortnightly, April
2009.

e Tremolet, S. and Binder, D., “Social Pricing and Rural Issues: What are the Strength and
Limitations of Lifeline Rates?” from the website of the Public Utility Research Center at the
University of Florida (http://www.regulationbodyofknowledge.org/fag/socLifelineRates/), June
2009.

e Hennessy, M., “The Evaluation of Lifeline Electricity Rates, Methods and Myths,” Evaluation
Review, June 1984.

e Burgess, B. and Paglin, M., “Lifeline Electricity Rates as an Income Transfer Device,” Land
Economics, February 1981.

In addition to the above publications, which look generically at the issue of lifeline rates, staff from We
Energies reported on the results of an Edison Electric Institute query of member utilities in September
2010. Nine of the utilities that responded to the survey reported that they offer lifeline rates to some or
all of their residential customers, along with the reason why:
e APS (AZ), because of a rate case settlement;
Entergy (LA), voluntarily;
Hawaiian Electric Company (HI), voluntarily;
Northern States Power-Minnesota (MN), because of a legislative mandate;
PacifiCorp (CA), because of a legislative mandate;
PacifiCorp (UT), because of a merger commitment;
PacifiCorp (WA), voluntarily;
PPL (PA), because of a utility commission requirement; and
e Southern California Edison (SC), because of a legislative mandate.

Additional information about the Minnesota legislative mandate is presented in the subsection below
titled “Research By the Community Public Policy Institute.”

Perhaps most notable on the list of utilities offering lifeline rates are those in California, where a state
law requires utilities to offer tiered rates for residential gas and electricity usage — i.e., an inclining block
rate structure beginning with a lifeline rate for “baseline quantities” of energy. The baseline quantities
are determined by the utility commission and vary geographically across the state. California utilities
must also offer the lifeline rate for an additional quantity of energy, beyond the ordinary baseline
quantity, in cases where the customer can demonstrate a medical need.

Research By the Community Advocates Public Policy Institute

Researcher Michael Bare examined a wide variety of low income energy assistance policies across the
United States. On the topic of discounted energy rates such as lifeline rates, Mr. Bare cites two examples
of policies enacted by state governments:
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e In Massachusetts, state law requires utilities to offer discounts of 20 to 42% to households
earning less than 175% of the federal poverty guidelines or participating in a means-tested public
assistance program.

e Minnesota law requires utilities with more than 200,000 customers to offer a 50% discount on
the first 300kWh of low-income households’ energy usage. In practice, this only affects
Northern States Power-Minnesota d.b.a. Xcel Energy.

Mr. Bare also notes that many individual utilities offer some kind of discounted rates for various at-risk
populations. The discounts are targeted to help those with medical equipment needs, the elderly, people
with disabilities, and active duty members of the military. Amounts and how the discount is applied
vary greatly. Several specific examples of energy utilities that offer discounted/lifeline rates are cited:

e The municipal utility serving Ashland, Oregon provides a 20% to 30% discount on water,
wastewater, and electric service to residents over the age of 65 who qualify as low-income.

e Inthe District of Columbia, Potomac Electric Power Company (PEPCO) received approval from
the DC Public Service Commission to provide lifeline rates. Eligible customers without all-
electric heating receive a 32 percent discount on the first 400 kilowatt-hours used in the winter
months and a 63 percent discount on the first 400 kilowatt-hours used in the summer months.
Eligible customers with all-electric heating receive a 51 percent discount on the first 700
kilowatt-hours used in the winter months and a 38 percent discount on the first 700 kilowatt-
hours used in the summer months. The eligibility criteria account for income, age, and disability,
and customers must reapply annually.

e In Arizona, UniSource Energy Services operates the CARES Medical Life Support Program,
which provides discounts for qualified low-income customers who require the use of life support
equipment in their homes. Eligibility is confirmed through an annual verification by the
customer’s physician. The program provides a 30% discount on the first block of 600 kilowatt-
hours used each month, a 20% discount on the next 600 kWh block, a 10% discount on the next
800 kWh block, and an $8 discount on any monthly usage greater than 2000 kWh.

Pros and Cons of Lifeline Rates for Electric and Gas Service

The previously mentioned 1981 PSC order in docket 05-UR-9 offers a lengthy yet concise review of the
pros and cons of lifeline rates from the perspectives of utilities, low income customers, and other
ratepayers. The order summarizes the Commission’s findings on the legality and equity of lifeline rates,
the impact of such rates on conservation, and alternatives. Rather than repeating those findings here, a
copy of the order is included as Appendix R.

The following list of pros and cons of lifeline rates, based on research by We Energies’ staff, is intended
to supplement and give different perspectives on the pros and cons identified in the 1981 PSC order:

1. Lifeline Rates for Low Income Residential Customers Only

e Pros:

o Gives low income customers access to some minimum amount of energy at a lower cost.

0 Seen as one of many instruments that the government can use to mitigate the burden of
energy costs on the poor.

o Current assistance programs are inadequate because not all persons in need apply, persons
above designated criteria receive no assistance, and benefit levels are inadequate.

0 Assuming energy consumption correlates highly with income, lifeline rates would benefit
low-income customers.
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o
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May reduce uncollectable, disconnection, and collection costs.
Gives larger customers more incentive to conserve.

e Cons:

(0}

(0}

O O0O0OO00O0 @]

O O

Legal questions about whether this constitutes unjust and therefore unlawful discrimination
never seem to go away — despite PURPA.

Uses resources to provide benefits to many customers who already pay their bills. (We
Energies estimates ~200,000 current customers are at or below 60% of state median income
vs. ~9,000 customers enrolled in EIP and LIP.)

Apartment dwellers that have electric and/or gas included in their rent would not be able to
obtain the benefit.

While it appears that average usage is correlated with income, the dispersion around the
mean is great. Net result is that a significant number of low-income, high-use customers
could be harmed.

For small users, could encourage an increase in consumption, which causes inefficiencies in
transfer of the benefit to the low-income customer.

Determination of who qualifies for the rate may be burdensome and costly, both initially and
on a recurrent basis.

Does not follow cost of service principles generally used by the PSCW.

Counter to the goal of equitable rates to consumers.

Targeted assistance programs are a much more direct, efficient approach.

Decreased revenue stability for the utility.

May induce rural lifeline customers to switch to electric heat.

Such rate making would in effect constitute taxation, and taxation for the purpose of income
redistribution is a function of the legislature.

Can create price distortions if the price paid does not reflect the marginal cost of the service.
If paid for by higher rates on business customers, could increase costs of goods and services
for everyone.

2. Lifeline Rates for All Residential Customers

e Pros:
0 Would not have to check customer qualifications to be on the rate.
o0 For heavy energy users, would promote conservation.
0 Residential rate application would be uniform for all residential customers.
e Cons:
0 The price for usage above the lifeline amount would be much higher, hurting high use, low-
income customers.
o0 Lifestyle issues — for example, small but luxurious apartments/condos, and those who dine
out frequently would gain unneeded income transfer.
o0 Those who own resort cottages or vacation homes would also gain unneeded income transfer.
o0 May interfere with Time of Use, Peak Time Rebate, and Critical Peak Pricing tariffs. This

would need to be examined further.

Rationale for Task Force’s Decision to Not Recommend that We Energies Implement Lifeline Rates

Based on its review of the above research, the Low Income Task Force is not recommending that We
Energies offer lifeline rates to program participants or any other customers. There are many reasons for
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this decision, but a few stand out. First, depending on the tariff design, low-income customers who truly
need to use large amounts of energy could end up with higher bills, less ability to pay, and even worse
problems than they have under the status quo. Second, the LITF is trying to design a Revised Low
Income Program that will be cost effective and thus benefit all ratepayers, whereas lifeline rates merely
transfer costs from some customers to others. Third, designing lifeline rates is no simple matter and
would be enormously challenging for the members of the LITF, most of who have no experience in
ratemaking, to undertake.
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E. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Since October 2010, the LITF has worked to fulfill the PSCW’s directive to examine all aspects of the
current LIP and related low-income issues. The LITF diligently researched and analyzed these issues
and applied the lessons learned in creating a new program, the RLIP, for low-income We Energies
customers that currently qualify for the LIP program.

The LITF researched best practices in providing energy assistance to low-income utility customers and
concluded that best and common practices could serve as a guide for its work in designing the RLIP.
Several lessons from the best practices were incorporated into the RLIP’s design. The best practices
research also concluded that the LIP was on par with similar programs sponsored by other utilities.

As directed by the PSCW, the LITF analyzed the pros and cons of lifeline rates and concluded that
lifeline rates should not be pursued. The LITF found that using lifeline rates does not benefit all utility
customers and actually could lead to higher bills for some customers. In addition, the LITF lacked the
expertise that would be required to evaluate and recommend their implementation in the RLIP.

The LITF’s examination of the current LIP program included presentations by We Energies on the
population served and the processes used to serve the population with the program. The LITF also heard
presentations by the partner social service agencies on their roles. These perspectives guided the LITF’s
work on investigating the effectiveness of the program.

With a clear understanding of the current LIP, the LITF crafted the RLIP to better serve the at-risk
population of We Energies customers in Milwaukee and Waukesha Counties. It preserves the best
components of the current LIP and incorporates minor changes to improve the overall program.

Several changes were made to the program with a dual focus of 1) ensuring RLIP is cost effective and in
the best interest of all ratepayers, and 2) improving the assistance that is provided.

The LITF analyzed the business case for the RLIP at length. The LITF has concluded that the RLIP
proposed in this report will result in a program that is cost-effective. A subcommittee of the LITF
provided an analysis of the program from the perspective of a ratepayer to prove the financial benefits of
the current LIP and the proposed RLIP. Both this perspective and conclusion have been independently
verified.

The PSCW also directed that the LITF examine the current LIP’s inclusion of escrow accounting. After
evaluating the value of escrow accounting, the LITF recommends that We Energies have escrow
accounting treatment of all residential uncollectible expenses because of the unique population it serves.

In efforts to improve the assistance provided, the LITF recommends narrow exceptions for enrollment
and removal be included in the program, to provide We Energies and participants limited flexibility.
The RLIP does not include the educational component of the current LIP, because some members of the
LITF were skeptical about its worth. The RLIP instead includes optional referrals to energy
conservation and financial literacy training. As a result, failing to attend the trainings will no longer be
cause for removal from the program.

The RLIP is proposed as a permanent program with recommendations and criteria for expansion. The
LITF recommends an expansion of the RLIP into Kenosha County and Racine County because of the
demonstrated need for a low-income energy assistance program in both counties. The LITF also
recommends an expansion of the RLIP’s enrollment cap in Milwaukee County because of a
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demonstrated need for further low-income energy assistance. This expansion would hinge on the
availability of a viable support structure.

The role of social service agencies as case managers is preserved in the RLIP. Based on best practices
and the experience of the current LIP, social service agencies can effectively fill a unique role in energy
assistance programs.

This RLIP is a result of the LITF’s extensive research into the current LIP, the preservation of the best
components of the current LIP, best practices research, and the reliance on the experience and
knowledge of the stakeholders who actively took part in the LITF.

The LITF recommends to the PSCW that We Energies and the partner agencies implement the proposed
RLIP in its entirety. It is a comprehensive package designed to achieve program goals, satisfy the
objectives of the LITF, provide assistance to those at risk, and be cost-effective.
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F. APPENDICES

Low Income Task Force Participants
Low Income Task Force Charter
Agendas for Task Force Meetings
Low Income Customer Analysis Presentation
Low Income Task Force Overview Presentation
LIP Process, Call Handling, and Workshop Overview Presentation
Presentation By Community Advocates
Presentation By the Hebron House of Hospitality
Presentation By the Social Development Commission
Presentation By TetraTech on LIP
Business Case Support Documents

a. Business Case Presentation by We Energies

b. Business Case Presentation Supporting Analysis
Escrow Accounting Presentation

. Weatherization Presentation by Wisconsin Department of Administration

Weatherization Presentation by WISCAP
Best Practices Report

Best Practices Presentation

Lifeline Rates Presentation

PSCW 1981 Order on Lifeline Rates
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APPENDIX A - LOW INCOME TASK FORCE PARTICIPANTS

Last Name ‘First Name Title ‘Org

Allen Essie Racine Kenosha Community Action Deputy Director

Blanks Deborah Social Development Commission (SDC) Chief Executive Officer

Brown Susan DOA Division of Energy Services Deputy Administrator

Eckles Phyllis We Energies Low Income Coordinator

Elliott Andi Community Advocates Associate Director

Gerharz George Allied Community Solutions Managing Partner, Allied
Community Solutions

Higley Charlie Citizens Utility Board (CUB) Executive Director

Jennings |Bryan Racine Kenosha Community Action WHEAP Coordinator

Jones Bob WI Community Action Program (WISCAP) Public Policy Director

Juno Bernie Hebron House of Hospitality, Inc. Executive Director

Kirkendoll |Maudwella |Community Advocates Manager, Basic Needs Services

Lauber Scott We Energies Controller - Delivery Business

Mueller Mike We Energies Manager - Low Income & Medical
Condition Programs

Mulroy Molly We Energies Director - Credit & Collection
Strategy & Operations

Powe Tracy We Energies Senior Continuous Improvement
Specialist

Pray Tara Social Development Commission (SDC) Energy Assistance Program
Manager

Riemer David Community Advocates Director, Community Advocates
Public Policy Insititute

Schulz Sharon Racine Kenosha Community Action Chief Executive Officer

Shafer Joan We Energies Vice President - Customer
Services

Shenot John Public Service Commission of Wisconsin Policy Advisor

(PSCW)
Sias Thelma We Energies Vice President - Local Affairs
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Stenlund |Jan SDC Director - Program Services
Swailes Chris Public Service Commission of Wisconsin Public Utility Auditor
(PSCW)
Taylor Lena State of Wisconsin State Senator - 4th Senate District
Templeton |Carrie Public Service Commission of Wisconsin Assistant Administrator - Water,
(PSCW) Compliance and Consumer Affairs
Volk Joe Community Advocates Chief Operating Officer,
Community Advocates
Young Leon State of Wisconsin State Representative - 16th
Assembly District
Zemlicka |Jane Public Service Commission of Wisconsin Consumer Affairs Analyst

(PSCW)
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Low Income Task Force
Team Charter (finalized 10/19/10)

Goal:
Develop recommendations to the PSCW and We Energies on effective approach(es) to assist low income
households to manage their energy needs with due consideration of cost implications.

Objectives:
1. ldentify and document various approaches to assist low-income households manage their energy usage and
related costs.

2. Categorize the target populations to be served by the identified approach(es), considering; income level,
medical condition, age (elderly), disconnection history, payment history, energy use, geography, etc.

3. Inthe context of the identified approaches and populations served, identify the value of the following:
= Escrow accounting

Life-line rates

Weatherization

Conservation Education

Financial Education

4. Investigate other low income programs for best practices.

5. Recommend the approach(es) that offer the best opportunity to assist low-income households .

= Establish specific goals, objectives to be achieved by the approach(es) chosen.

= Define rules for retention in the developed program.

= Determine the cost effectiveness of all proposed approaches and develop associated cost benefit
analysis.

= |dentify the measures to be used to evaluate and determine the effectiveness of the approach(es)
selected.

» Provide a detailed set of recommendations to the PSCW and We Energies.

Timeline:

= QOctober 6 Taskforce Kickoff

= December 17 Finalize recommendations and present to PSCW and We Energies for approval
= January 2011 Receive PSCW and We Energies Decision

= February-April 2011 Transition to new low income approaches

= April 15, 2011 Current Low Income Pilot ends
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APPENDIX C - AGENDAS FOR TASK FORCE MEETINGS



A summary of each LITF meeting follows:
1. October 6, 2010 — Team Kickoff Meeting:

Introduction to team members’ roles, responsibilities and expectations
Created LITF team charter (See Appendix B for LITF charter.)
Reviewed history and current state of We Energies low income programs
Planned for future meetings

2. October 19, 2010 — Information review and discussion:

Reviewed the commissioners’ public statements regarding the LIP

Reviewed the evaluation summary, cost/benefit analysis, and best practice research of the
low income pilot (presented by Laura Schauer from Tetra Tech — formerly PA
Consulting)

Understood social agency role with case management and education (presented by
Phyllis Eckles - We Energies Low Income Coordinator; Tara Pray — Social Development
Commission, Energy Assistance Program Manager; Maudwella Kirkendoll - Community
Advocates, Manager of Basic Needs; and Bernie Juno - Executive Director of Hebron
House of Hospitality, Inc.)

Discussed escrow accounting (presented by Scott Lauber - We Energies Controller, and
Christine Swailes - PSCW Pubic Utility Auditor)

3. October 28, 2010 — Continued information review and began developing program objectives:

Reviewed customer demographics (presented by Peggy Clippert - We Energies Manager
of Customer Insight)

Discussed pros and cons of lifeline rates (Dave Carlson - We Energies Manager of
Electric Regulatory Analysis, Dave Schigoda - We Energies Senior Project Strategist,
and John Shenot - PSCW Policy Advisor)

Understood LIP perspective from agencies (presented by Maudwella Kirkendoll -
Community Advocates Manager of Basic Needs, Bernie Juno - Executive Director
Hebron House of Hospitality, Inc., and Deborah Blanks - Chief Executive Officer Social
Development Commission)

Began to develop objectives for a Revised Low Income Program (RLIP)

4. November 11, 2010 — Continued information review and finalized objectives:

Received overview of the Weatherization program (presented by Sue Brown — Deputy
Administrator, DOA Division of Energy Services; and Bob Jones — Executive Director
Wisconsin Community Action Program (See Appendices L and M)
Began discussion of components that would be included in an RLIP

5. November 19, 2010 — Finalized program objectives and continued discussion of program
components:

Finalized objectives
Continued review of components for new RLIP
Created outline for taskforce preliminary presentation to PSCW

6. December 1, 2010 — Reviewed best practices and finalized program components:

Reviewed best practice research (presented by Michael Bare — Independent Research
Consultant retained by Community Advocates Public Policy Institute)
Finalized RLIP program components



7. January 12, 2011 — Reviewed final presentation documents for PSCW preliminary
presentation:
e Reviewed business case and updated cost benefit analysis (presented by Scott Lauber -
We Energies Controller and Christine Swailes - PSCW Pubic Utility Auditor)
e Reviewed new program design (presented by Joan Shafer and John Shenot)

8. March 17, 2011 — Reviewed draft of final LITF report ¢ Reviewed draft of the Final LITF
report and made changes:
. Discussed inclusion of LIP in rate case
. Disbanded taskforce



AGENDA

Low Income Task Force
Kickoff Meeting

Date: October 6, 2010

Time: 9:00 am to 1:00 pm

Location: We Energies, Public Service Building (main corporate headquarters), 231 W.
Michigan St., Room P449

Meeting objectives:
= Understanding team members’ roles and responsibilities

= Obtain overview of current low income energy management programs
= Discuss objectives for future low income programs

Agenda:

1) Welcome/Introductions (Joan Shafer, John Shenot) 10 minutes
2) Discuss Open Meetings Rules (John Shenot) 10 minutes
3) Stakeholder Expectations (All) 30 minutes
4) Task Force Guiding Principles (All) 10 minutes
5) Review of Current State (Molly Mulroy) 60 minutes

= Background/History of low income programs

6) Working Lunch 30 minutes
7) Draft Goals/Objectives/Philosophies (All) 60 minutes
8) Discuss success criteria (All) 15 minutes
9) Set Future Meeting Dates (All) 15 minutes

10) Next Steps/Next Meeting discussion topics
Understanding escrow accounting
Pros and cons of lifeline rates
State and service territory demographics
Low Income Pilot Evaluations/Best Practices
What other information do we need?

(revised 10/4/10 to include names for each agenda item and expand next steps)



AGENDA
Low Income Task Force Meeting #2

Date: October 19, 2010
Time: 9:00 am to 2:00 pm
Location: We Energies, Customer Contact Center

N15 W23700 Stoneridge Drive, Rooms 113B&C
Waukesha, WI 53188

Meeting objectives:
Continue information gathering and discussion

Agenda: (times are approximate)

1) Finalize Team Charter All 10 mins (9:00-9:10)

2) Commissioners Public Statements John Shenot 10 mins (9:10-9:20)
(See previous document sent by John)

3) Low Income Pilot Laura Schauer 120 mins (9:20-11:20)
= Evaluation Summary from Tetra Tech

= Cost/Benefit Analysis
= Best Practice Research

4) Break 10 mins (11:20-11:30)

5) Case Mgmt/Education Phyllis Eckles/Tara Pray 30 mins (11:30-noon)

7) Working Lunch (15 minute break to get lunch) 15 mins (noon-12:15)

8) Escrow accounting Scott Lauber/ 60 mins (12:15-1:15)
Christine Swailes

9) Comments from the public

10) Next Meeting discussion topics
= Pros and cons of lifeline rates
= State and service territory demographics
= Overview of weatherization

Next Meeting dates

10/28/10, 9:00 am-2:00 pm We Energies, Pewaukee Customer Contact Center
11/11/10, 9:00 am-2:00 pm We Energies, Pewaukee Customer Contact Center
11/19/10, 9:00 am-2:00 pm We Energies, Pewaukee Customer Contact Center



AGENDA
Low Income Task Force Meeting #3

Date: October 28, 2010
Time: 9:00 am to 2:00 pm
Location: We Energies, Customer Contact Center

N15 W23700 Stoneridge Drive, Rooms 113B&C
Waukesha, WI 53188

Meeting objectives:
= Continue information gathering and discussion
= Begin developing objectives for new design

Agenda: (times are approximate)

1) Customer demographics 60 mins (9:00-10:00)
Peggy Clippert, We Energies

2) Pros/Cons of lifeline rates (includes 15 minute break) 90 mins (10:00-11:45)
Dave Carlson and Dave Schigoda, We Energies
John Shenot

3) Working Lunch (15 minute break to get lunch) 15 mins (11:45-noon)

4) The Low Income Pilot — perspective from the agencies 90 mins (noon-1:30)
Bernie, Jan, and Joe, Maudwella, Deborah

5) Begin developing objectives All 30 mins (1:30-2:00)
6) Comments from the public

7) Next Meeting discussion topics
= QOverview of Weatherization
= QOther Low Income Programs
= Work products for final presentation

Next Meeting dates
11/11/10, 9:00 am-2:00 pm We Energies, Pewaukee Customer Contact Center
11/19/10, 9:00 am-2:00 pm We Energies, Pewaukee Customer Contact Center



AGENDA
Low Income Task Force Meeting #4

Date: November 11, 2010
Time: 9:00 am to 2:00 pm
Location: We Energies, Customer Contact Center

N15 W23700 Stoneridge Drive, Rooms 113B&C
Waukesha, WI 53188

Meeting objectives:
Continue information gathering and finalize objectives.

Agenda: (times are approximate)
1) Overview of Weatherization (Sue Brown/Bob Jones) 30 mins 9:00-9:30

2) Status Update - Other Low Income Programs 5 mins 9:30-9:35
Community Advocates

3) Finalize Objectives (All) Includes 10 minute break 130 mins 9:35-11:45
= SMART: Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Resourced, Timebound
= Measures to determine success

4) Working Lunch (15 minute break to get lunch) 11:45-noon
5) Discuss tangible products for final presentation (All) 30 mins noon-12:30
6) Begin discussions for following recommendations (All) AS TIME ALLOWS

a. Down payment amount b. Monthly payment amount

c. Forgiveness d. Shortfall

e. Enrollment # f. Enrollment timeframe

g. Pilot length h. Failure criteria

i. Ability to get back on plan at some J. Target group

time in future

k. Education (financial/conservation) I. Case management

m. Weatherization n. Exceptions

0. Escrow accounting p. Life-line rates

7) Comments from the public

8) Next Meeting discussion topics
= Other Low Income Programs
= Continue discussions for team recommendations (agenda item #6 above)
= Discuss Cost Benefit Analysis

Next Meeting
11/19/10, 9:00 am-2:00 pm We Energies, Pewaukee Customer Contact Center




AGENDA
Low Income Task Force Meeting #5

Date: November 19, 2010
Time: 9:00 am to 2:00 pm
Location: We Energies, Customer Contact Center

N15 W23700 Stoneridge Drive, Rooms 113B&C
Waukesha, WI 53188

Meeting objectives:
Finalize objectives, review presentation/filing outline, and discuss other program components

Agenda: (times are approximate)

1) Funding to agencies beyond 12/31/10 (Joan) 15 mins 9:00-9:15
2) Review and further refine objectives as needed 120 mins 9:15-11:15
a. Reduce Collection Costs
b. Enroll Elderly and Disabled
c. Reduce Energy Consumption
d. Improve Payment Patterns
e. Maintain Utility Service (minimize disconnections)
3) Review outline of taskforce presentation to PSC 30 mins 11:15-11:45
4) Working Lunch (break to get lunch) 15 mins 11:45-noon
5) Review outline of We Energies filing to PSC 30 mins noon —12:30
6) Continue discussion for design elements 75 mins 12:30 - 1:45

a. Do we require a down payment amount (Yes, and how much?)
b. Do we require a minimum monthly payment amount (Yes, and how much?)
c. Do we allow for forgiveness — (Yes and what will it look like?)
d. How do we handle shortfall? ($ difference between what customer actually used and what customer
actually paid at end of year)
e. Enrollment
= Who is/are the target group(s) for the program? Will there be exceptions allowed in addition to the
target group?
= Enrollment Cap - Do we set a maximum number that can be enrolled in the program? Not
sure...need more information. Might want to make the cap larger if we can handle it
administratively
= Enrollment Period - Should there be a certain time period in which enrollments will ONLY be
accepted? Having an enrollment period makes the process more manageable, it might be
administratively difficult to manage otherwise.
= Length of time in program - How long can participants stay in the program?
f. Failure Criteria
= What constitutes removal from the program?
= |f one is removed from the program, how can one get back into the program?
g. Consider education (financial/conservation)
h. Consider Case management
i. Consider Weatherization Process



= How to handle deferrals
= Determine criteria for LIP
= Make it a priority for LIP
J.  Escrow Accounting - Do we want to continue escrow accounting? Yes, and include explanation in
presentation to PSC.
k. Life-line rates- Do we want to include? No, and include explanation in presentation to PSC

7) Comments from the public

8) Next Meeting discussion topics (Joan/John) 15 mins 1:45-2:00pm
= Analysis of Low Income Programs (Mike Bare — mike@mbare.org)
= Continue developing presentation documents
= Other?

Next Meeting

12/1/10, 9:00 am-2:00 pm We Energies, Pewaukee Customer Contact Center
12/8/10, 9:00 am-2:00 pm We Energies, Pewaukee Customer Contact Center
12/15/10, 9:00 am-2:00 pm We Energies, Pewaukee Customer Contact Center



Date: December 1, 2010
Time: 9:00 am to 2:00 pm
Location: We Energies, Customer Contact Center

AGENDA
Low Income Task Force Meeting #6

N15 W23700 Stoneridge Drive, Rooms 113B&C

Waukesha, WI 53188

Meeting objectives:
Learn about utility best practices; continue work on objectives and program components

Agenda: (times are approximate)

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)

9)

Funding to agencies beyond 12/31/10 (Joan)
Utility best practices (Mike Bare)

Break

Commissioners response to objectives (John)
Update on cost/benefit analysis (Lauber/Swailes)
Working lunch

Review program design components (Mike M.)
Comments from the public

Next meeting discussion topics (Joan/John)

Next Meetings
12/8/10, 9:00 am-2:00 pm We Energies, Pewaukee Customer Contact Center
12/15/10, 9:00 am-2:00 pm We Energies, Pewaukee Customer Contact Center

15 mins

90 mins

15 mins

30 mins

60 mins

15 mins

60 mins

15 mins

9:00-9:15

9:15-10:45

10:45-11:00

11:00-11:30

11:30-12:30

12:30-12:45

12:45 - 1:45

1:45-2:00



AGENDA
Low Income Task Force Meeting #7

Date: January 12, 2011
Time: 9:00 am to 2:00 pm
Location: We Energies, Customer Contact Center

N15 W23700 Stoneridge Drive, Rooms 113B&C
Waukesha, WI 53188

Meeting objectives:
Review business case, cost benefit analysis, and program components

Agenda: (times are approximate)

1) Recap (Joan/John) 15 mins 9:00-9:15
2) Business case and cost/benefit analysis (Chris/Scott) 60 mins 9:15-10:15
3) Break 15 min 10:15-10:30
4) Program design overview (Joan/John) 60 mins 10:30-11:30
5) Lunch

6) Comments from the public

7) Next steps (Joan/John) 15 mins



AGENDA
Low Income Task Force Meeting #8

Date: March 17, 2011
Time: 9:00 am to 2:00 pm
Location: We Energies, Customer Contact Center

N15 W23700 Stoneridge Drive, Rooms 113B&C
Waukesha, W1 53188

Meeting objectives:
Review final task force report, discuss next steps and We Energies upcoming rate case

Agenda: (times are approximate)

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)

9)

Introductions 10 mins 9:00-9:10
Recap (Joan/Carrie) 15 mins 9:10-9:25
Review draft of Final Task Force report (Joan/Mike B.) 60 mins 9:25-10:25

Break 15 mins 10:25-10:40
Resolution of outstanding items 30 mins 10:40- 11:10
Inclusion of LIP in next rate case (Joan) 75 mins 11:10-12:25

¢ Includes a 15 minute break for lunch

Comments from the public 15 mins 12:25-12:40
Next steps (Joan/Carrie) 15 mins 12:40-12:55

Closing comments (Joan/Carrie) 15 mins 12:55-1:10
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Low Income Customer Analysis

Presented to the Low Income Task Force
October 28, 2010

Milwaukee poverty-in the news

Milwaukee now fourth poorest city in nation
City's poverty rate in 2009 rises to 27%, Census
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2008. :

o
Milwaukee Journal-Sentinel, September 28, 2010




Double-Dip Risks Emerge

Business cycle status as of July 2010

[ Recovery
B Recession

Source: Moody’s Analytics (data available for urban areas only)

New Employment Peaks Will Come Slowly

Projected quarter of new peak in employment, August forecast
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Source: Moody’s Analytics (data available for urban areas only)




Different Definitions of Poverty

2009 - 2010 Fed Poverty Guidelines Comparison to State Median Income

%,i?/ﬁrf; 60% of SMI GSO,\%” (°3f 60% of SMI Ili’i?/(]ﬁr?; GZ%’EL‘KQ ciorf/cesr?gj Family | 200% of
(Monthly (Monthly) Months) (Annual) Guideline (Annual) to Fed Size Poverty
(Annual) Poverty
$1,354 $1,953 $5,859 $23,435 $16,245 $10,830 216% 1|  $21,660
$1,821 $2,554 $7,661 $30,645 $21,855 $14,570 210% 2| $29,140
$2,289 $3,155 $9,464 $37,856 $27,465 $18,310 207% 3| $36,620
$2,756 $3,756 | $11,267 $45,067 $33,075 $22,050 204% 4| $44,200
$3,224 $4,356 | $13,069 $52,277 $38,685 $25,790 203% 5| $51,580
$3,601 $4,957 | $14,.872 $59,488 $44,295 $29,530 201% 6| $59,060
$4,159 $5,070 | $15,210 $60,840 $49,905 $33,270 183% 7|  $66,540
$4,626 $5,183 | $15548 $62,192 $55,515 $37,010 168% 8| $74,020
$5,094 $5,295 |  $15,886 $63,544 $61,125 $40,750 156% 9| $81,500
$5,561 $5,408 |  $16,224 $64,896 $66,735 $44,490 146% 10| $88,980

Social Development Commission-Poverty Fact Sheet-2010 (of
. . : 5 -

)

riginal source: U.S. Dept. of Health and Human Services)

Wisconsin poverty by county

Povery Ratos
Clemw
[ FETTY
Ol s
| EX-

P

Wisconsin Poverty Report, September 2010 (100 % poverty level)




Estimated 100% poverty levels and
volumes shown by service territory

12.0% 285k/2.5M
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Alliant Integrys We Energies Xcel

Utility service territory

People in poverty

Census Bureau’s American Community Survey source data, service territory estimates by aggregating county data

Number of households at 100% poverty
rate in the ten largest cities in Wisconsin

60,000

50,000

40,000

30,000

20,000

10,000

; m W B

Milwaukee Madison Green Bay Kenosha Racine Waukesha Appleton Eau Claire Oshkosh Janesville

Ten largest cities in Wisconsin, 2009 U.S. Census bureau




Milwaukee County-pockets of poverty

Brown Deer, Glendale,
Shorewood, Wauwatosa
Whitefish Bay, Othor

the City of Milwaukee: 154,000

Estimated total people in poverty in

Wisconsin Poverty Report (2008 data)

Southern Suburbs
9.1%

Pei"np'e 2::2:::’?::::1? Miwsukes County
Census Area Population poverty Gvmrl Povorty Ratos:
Outer Northeast and East (both parts) 169,243 37,572
Inner North 140,928 38,614
Central 124,152 47,799
South 167,922 30,304 | | Wiasken oy oo e
Brown Deer, Glendale, Shorewood,
Wauwatosa, Whitefish Bay, Other (both
parts) 111,427 7,020
Southern Suburbs 242,849 22,099

Income levels are lowest in Milwaukee County

$90,000

Median Family Incomes, Southeast Wisconsin

$80,000

$70,000 -

|
PUMAs in City of Milwau

kee

$60,000 -
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$10,000
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County

Kenosha
County

Census Bureau’s American Community Survey source data (PUMA)




Milwaukee County has 17% of population in state,
28% of households receiving LIHEAP funds

/i 4

We Energies’ customers are 50% of the state’s Energy Assistance :
paid applications. E

Wisconsin Poverty Report-2008

Milwaukee County WHEAP recipients

STATEWIDE (W/O MILW CTY) MILWAUKEE
Gl e case [ave fuel costs fuel type case |ave fuel costs|
uel typ count |(where >$0) uel typ count |(where >$0)
Fuel Oil 6,890 Fuel Oil 762 $1:4
Natural Gas 85,557 Natural Gas 45,759
Propane (LP) 18,704 $T; Propane (LP) 7 $978
Electric 20,313 $645 Electric 3,532 $630
Wood 20 $1,156 | Wood 0 $0
Other 10 $842 Other 1 $954
131,494 50,061
Electric baseload 135,017 $453 Electric baseload 55,209 $422

Poverty Level \ Poverty Level 96%|

Milwaukee County household proportions

40.00%

35.00%

30.00%

25.00%

20.00%

ouseholds

2
S 15.00%
10.00%
5.00%
0.00% .
Fuel Ol Natural Gas Propane (LP) Electric Wood Other Total .
Fuel type
Sources: DOA-Division of Energy Services B % WHEAP recipients B % Households with that fuel type

(WHEAP data) and Census Bureau




Estimated unemployment rates and
volumes by service territory

0.00% 112,300

43,400

8.00%

7.00% -
6.00% -
5.00% -
4.00% -
3.00% -

2.00% -

Estimated unemployment rate

1.00% -

0.00% -

Alliant Integrys We Energies Xcel

Utility service territory

e

Census Bureau’s American Community Survey source data, service territory estimates by aggregating county data

Wisconsin unemployment rates by
county

Wisconsin County Unemployment Rates
August 2010

EREEOO0
7

(T
7%

12.0%:>

Not-Seasonally  Seasonally
Adjusted Adjusted

us 955 9.6%
Wi 7 79

H |
i

Wisconsin Department of Workforce Development




% and Volume of Unemployment
(10 largest cities)

14.00%

32,100

12.00%

3,600 3,900

10.00% -

2.00% -
€.00%
4.00% -

- . . . . . . . . .

0.00% -
Milvaukee Madison GreenBay Kenosha Racine  Waukesha Appleton EsuClasire Oshkosh Janesvile

t (I (e

Wisconsin Department of Workforce Development, August 2010

I Wisconsin Gas sample zip codes
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I Usage in select WG gas zip codes

Average Daily CCF Usage by Month for Rate Class R-GS1

60-75% higher usage in Jan/Feb

20-30% higher usag
Jan/Feb

Average Dally COF Unage

September 2009 — August 2010 usage, residential rate class

I Wisconsin Electric gas sample zip codes

Racine:
A=53404
B=53403

Kenosha:
C=53140
D=53143

Waukesha: 53189




I Usage in select WE gas zip codes

Average Daily CCF Usage by Month for Rate Class R-090

¥ ~_ 10-25% higher usage than general
Al \residential customers

\

September 2009 — August 2010 usage, residential rate class
I Electric usage in select zip codes
Average Daily kWh Usage by Month Residential Only
I s

March Apeil My Jum .

Manth

September 2009 — August 2010 usage, residential rate class




Conclusions

m City of Milwaukee and other urban areas in SE
Wisconsin have large pockets of poverty

m Across the territory, We Energies has an estimated
higher proportion as well as a higher number of
households living in poverty than the other large
investor-owned utilities in the state

= Our low income customers use more gas than our
average residential customers, compounding their
energy bill woes

m Looked primarily at 100% poverty levels; current
program eligibility levels go to 200%

= Not everyone who needs help gets it

Sources

= Wisconsin Poverty Report: Methodology and Results for 2008, New
Measure, Broader View, and Technical Appendix. Institute for Research
on Poverty. September 2010.

= American Community Survey, both 2009 one year estimates and 2006-
2008 three year estimates.

= We Energies Customer Database (for usage data)

= Milwaukee Journal-Sentinel, September 28, 2010

= Wisconsin Department of Workforce Development (unemployment data)
= Poverty Fact Sheet, 2010-Social Development Commission

= Google zip code map

= DOA-Division of Energy Services-2010 WHEAP recipients

= Moody’s Analytics




Appendix

Unemployment
drops in
Wisconsin cities,
counties

Story Created: Oct 27, 2010 at 2:30 PM
cDT
Story Updated: Oct 27, 2010 at 3:00 PM
CcDT

MADISON, Wis. (AP} — Unemployment
rates improved in nearly every Wisconsin
city and county in September.

The Wiscansin Department of Warkforce
Development reported Wednesday that
unemployment rates improved in 71 of 72
counties, was unchanged in one, and

improved in 30 of the state's largest cities.

Wisconsin average household

income

Dolldrs
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65051 - 74588




Wisconsin-poverty by county
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I Milwaukee-pockets of poverty

Estimated average household income by
service territory
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Low Income Task Force
Overview

October 6, 2010
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Goals

Overview

Gain an understanding of our business
Learn about challenges

Develop next steps




Overview - We Energies

m Electric and Gas Utility:

m Electric Customers: 1.1M

m Gas Customers: 1M

m Combined Electric and Gas

Customers: 781K

m Total Customers Served: 2.2M

® Wisconsin Poverty Statistics

(2004-2006):

m Milwaukee, Racine and Kenosha

represent:

= 40.6% of state population under 100%
of the Federal Poverty Level (FPL)

= 25% of state population between
100% and 199% of the FPL

Collections Cycle

of Disconnection Notices Sent:
-Company resources available
-Customer Risk Score

-Dollars owed by customer

-Age of arrears

-Number of customers in arrears

Factors Used to Determine the Number

Factors That Can Impact
Disconnection:

-Payment in Full

-Pay Agreement
-Minimum Payment Option
(MPO)

-EA/Crisis

-Medical Condition or 21
Day Medical Extension

-Change in service

First Disconnection

Outbound IVR
Call

---+ Inbound IVR

) Last
Field Date Disconnection
77777777777777777777777 Field Date
20 bass Bill | =10day Bill
Due Print

1|




All Customer Arrears: 2005-2010

$220,000
$210,000
$200,000
$190,000
5 $180,000
=]
& $170,000
&
3 $160,000
S
£ $150,000
§ $140,000
E $130,000
<
$120,000
$110,000
$100,000

Comparison of 2005-2010 Arrears

1 4 7 10 13 16 19 22 25 28 31 34 37 40 43 46 49 52 55 58 61

Week*

*All months reflect five w eeks of
data points, but reporting dates vary
by year. Gaps in data points indicate
no report in the w eek for that year.

—e— 2005
—a— 2006
2007
—m— 2008
2009
2010
—=— Low Pt Goal
=$135M

—=— Stretch Goal
=$125M

Arrears as of Sept. 30, 2010 = $141.8M

Overview — Credit & Collections

m Arrears - Peaks and Low Points:

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
All Arrears Peak (Apr.) | $158.5M | $171.3M | $184.9M | $200.5M | $213.8M | $189.7M
Low Point (Nov.) $105.6M | $112.8M | $125.3M | $135.5M | $135.3M TBD

m Residential Key Statistics:
September 30 figures unless otherwise noted.
~August 31 figures
(All'$ in millions)

Residential (Res.) | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010
Bad Debt Key Indicators:
Arrears $127.979 | $140.525 | $144.091 | $135.531
Res. Bad Debt YTD
(without escrow and without amortizations) $37.498 | $41.425 | $54.489 | $43.602
Res. Bad Debt as % of Total Revenues* 2.38% 2.41% 3.58% 2.69%"
Res. Bankruptcy Dollars YTD $6.909 | $10.749 [ $15.078 | $23.047
Operational Tactics to Mitigate Risk:
Deposit Dollars Held $1.541 $3.932]  $5.348] $6.781
Disconnections (begin 4/15) 47,336 48,16J;| 44,630 46,329
Energy Assistance $34.9 $55.6] $66.5 $66.4

*Revenues are calculated on a rolling 12 month basis.




Overview — Energy Assistance & Crisis™

* All 2010 figures as of June end

Total Crisis and Energy Assistance Distribution
$160.0
$141.9 $141.6
$140.0 A
$120.0 ELLE
,@ $106.2
S $100.0 ™
= o Statew ide
£
- $80.0 $72.2 @ We Energies
" S522 =08 $55.6 —l O Milw aukee Coun
£ se00 . : Y
° $39.8 ) $37.9
8 g0 | $35.2
$24.2
$20.0 -
$0.0 +
2010 2009 2008 2007 2006 2005
Year
Low Income Energy Assistance Distribution Detail (Crisis and Energy Assistance)
($in millions)
Year [ 2010 | 2009 ] 2008 | 2007 | 2006 | 2005
Statewide - Crisis $11.2 | $18.9 $12.8 | $18.1 @ $17.7  $15.2
Statewide - Energy Assistance $130.7 | $122.7  $102.8  $54.1 | $88.5 $54.6
Milwaukee County - Crisis $3.2 $4.6 $3.2 $5.9 $6.2 $5.6
Milwaukee County - Energy Assistance $36.6 | $38.5  $34.7  $18.3 | $31.3  $19.1
We Energies - Crisis $5.1 $7.3 $4.8 $8.6 $8.3 $7.1
We Energies - Energy Assistance $60.4 = $59.5 = $50.8 = $26.6 | $45.0 $27.1

Low Income Billing and Payment Factors

- Size of household
- Housing

- Education

- Medical condition
- Age

- Economy

- Amount of aid and
assistance available

- Frequent moves
- Medical conditions
- Disconnections

-Self reconnections and
energy theft

- Cost to serve

Energy Keep WI —
Assistance Warm Fund Crisis
) Ei Customer i i Remaining
Conservation [, Energy + Rate —> Bill Issued AAN Payment _Y?J_’
Education Use Tariff : Balance
] a—
Financial E
Education Down i Co-Pay
Payment i
Impact Factors: Energy Service Factors: - . Eactors That Can
aymen Y e
- Income - Moratorium-related charges Arraggement Impact Disconnection:
-Payment in Full

-Pay Agreement
-Minimum Payment
Option (MPO!
-EA/Crisis

-Medical Condition or 21
Day Medical Extension

-Change in service

weenaies




Our Philosophy

Build - Develop Creative . Implement multi- . Mitigate
Partnerships Solutions prong tactics Risks
Community Groups: = Early m  Bill payment
= Community Identification optign)s/ = Escrow
Advocates Program (EIP) Energy accounting
m Social Development ® LOw Income assistance
Commission (SDC) Pilot (LIP) Weatherizati
s Wisconsin = Local Energy n eatherization
Community Action Groups _ Energy
Program = Community efficiency and
Association Events conservation
m  Citizen’s Utility ®  Resource education
Board (CUB) Fairs

= County Energy
Networks

Government:

= Department of
Administration
0A)

= State, County and
City Government

= Public Service
Commission of
Wisconsin (PSCW)

weenengies @

Programs for Low

Income Customers

Program Early Identification Program (EIP) Low Income Pilot (LIP) Program
Length = One year = Multi-year
Basic = Low income customer = Customer must agree to pay the required down payment.
Elements = Customer must agree to pay the required = Customer can't have multiple active accounts in their name.
down payment. = Low income customers previously disconnected
= Wisconsin Residential account. = Approximately 3,000 customers in Milwaukee County
= Customer can not have multiple active = 150 customers in Waukesha County
accounts in their name. = Significant needs exist in Racine and Kenosha Counties.
=Account must have arrears. = Changed goals and objectives to align evaluation
recommendations
= Escrow Accounting for all residential uncollectibles
Eligibility = Arrears balance = Arrears balance and monthly utility bill of $65 or more
= Income at or below 200% FPL = Income at or below 200% FPL
= Down payment ($600 max.) = Down payment (2 budget months), may use crisis or KWWF
Program = Make on time monthly payments = Make on time payments

Participation
Requirements

= Receive energy assistance (EA)

= Receive energy assistance (EA)
= Participate in conservation and financial literacy education
= Accept any weatherization offered

Monthly = Budget + ($20 — (1/12 X EA Payment)) = Usage — (Energy Assistance + Utility Co-payment)

Payment

WIIFM for Debt forgiveness Debt forgiveness

customer = 25% per quarter with three, on time monthly | = 25% per quarter with three, on time monthly payments
payments = Case Management and Customer Monitoring

Statistics Average retention rate = 11% Average Year 1 Retention Rate = 41.6%

Status Ongoing program Approved through April 15, 2011

Stopped all financial and conservation education as of June 15,
2010

Will not be completing any additional enroliments




Challenges/Risks

m  Low income customers face special challenges
m  Affordability: Increasing commodity costs and rates over time
m  Economy: Fixed or limited incomes in a challenging economy
m  Poor housing stock: Higher than average usage
m  Payment Assistance: Historically flat levels, so difficult to pay for usage
m  Factors contributing and reflective of these challenges:
m  Growth in Rates and Affordability
Statutes and Administrative Rules
Limited Funding Sources
Housing Challenges
Minimal Non-Profits Funding
Fraud and Theft Risk**
= QOutcomes
m Late payment charges

m  Negative credit bureau reporting
m Disconnections
= Contribution to write-offs

** See following slides for details

Statutes and Administrative Rules

= We Energies does not disconnect residential customer for
non-payment during the “moratorium”

m PSC113.0304(2) defines moratorium period for disconnections from
November 1 to April 15

= Approximately 39,000 customers did not make payments during
the rr;oratorium (2009-2010) compared to nearly 43,000 (2008-
2009

m Actions:

m Assessing moratorium non-pay (MNP) deposits equal to four
highest bills (per administrative code, low income customers can
have the deposits waived).

m Legal action if a customer has assets or shows an ability to pay




Funding Sources

m Energy Assistance (Heat and Electric)
m LIHEAP, Low Income Assistance Fund
m  Eligibility: 60% state median income (approximately 200% or below FPL)*
m Crisis
m LIHEAP, Low Income Assistance Fund
m Eligibility: 60% state median income (approximately 200% or below FPL)*
m Keep Wisconsin Warm Fund
m Private and Public Donations, State LIHEAP Matching Funds
m Eligibility: 60% state median income (approximately 200% or below FPL)*
m  Matching funds eligibility: 150% or below FPL
m Other Private Sources
m Red Cross, St. Vincent, Churches, etc.
m Weatherization
m LIHEAP, Low Income Assistance Fund, Federal Department of Energy
m  Eligibility: 60% state median income (approximately 200% or below FPL)*

*Change in income guidelines starting in 2009-2010 energy assistance season

Housing and Weatherization

= WHEDA model: new and improved housing stock
m Reduced energy use
m Reduced arrears and bill payment challenges
m  Weatherization policies
m Prioritization for high energy users
m Deferral list

m Owner/Landlord improvement efforts
= Citations issued, but not necessarily resulting in improvements

m Gap in system = Customer who rents rather than owns does not qualify
for weatherization

= We Energies LIP Weatherization was to target this gap
m Non-Profits providing living quarters

m Those utilizing services are not eligible for energy assistance, yet there
are energy bills being accrued

L (B




Fraudulent Activity

= Customers are struggling more and we see that in customer actions:

= Verification of identity for service (Pos ID- Instant ID and Q&A):
= Month end August 2010 = 87,349
= Failure rate = 36 — 42% (sent for written application)
= Verification of identity for service (Pos ID written apps)*
*Indicators of customer moves and name switching

(August month end) 2010 2009 2008 2007
Pos ID Applications Processed 7,566 9,898 11,109 8,439

= 80% have a verified identity, but of these 50% do not match the landlord’s tenant of record.
= 20% are denied service as aresult of our investigation.

= Identify Theft Cases “Officially” Reported*

(August month end) 2010 2009 2008 2007
Officially Reported ID Theft Cases 123 138 129 186

*We took a formal complaint after receiving affidavits and police reports. Represents about
25% of the total alleged cases of identity theft.

Unsafe Activity and Theft

Identified Self reconnections and energy theft:

(August month end) 2010 2009 2008 2007
Self Reconnects Processed 2,357 2,588 2,697 2,091




Q&A

we energies

today, tomorrow, together.
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APPENDIX F - LIP PROCESS, CALL HANDLING, AND WORKSHOP OVERVIEW
PRESENTATION



How do we handle a call?

Customer pays their

Incoming cal from Review Customer Establish Payment Customer seeks Payment agreement
customer > Account > Plan > agency assistance p“’:‘;;;;’::’w“ goes into affect
J J Q C
Quotes Down Pay plan negotiated Cd"s“""e’ Seeie EIP plan is based
Payment based on guidelines jown payment
s on average
monthly energy
used, reduced by
Customer accepts Agency provides 1/12 of energy
Down payment based on bay agreement down payment assistance benefit
percentage of outstanding gesistance, received. Has
balance. quarterly
Low income customers are Customer does not Agency advocates forglvenesf
accept pay for new payment component.
capped at $600. agreement plan
EIP plan negotiated EIP plan negotiated
with customer with customer
D N e
Run q Complete
o Mail LIP Customer P Manage LIP Manage LIP
Eligibility > . > LIP > >
Postcards Inquiry Enrollments Renewals
Query ) ) __Enroliment \ \
. Agency assigned
’ Accounts receive Customer makes Agency delivers
':e""'y #eligible LIP Eligible attribute e G T payment & goes to education (SRS
ased on criteria (Identified in CSS) LIP inf agenc workshof Solutions to update
gency ps household income
Customer provided Agency completes. . )
2010 Enroliment — with down payment Encrgy assistance foucnelessiae:) o s
- and program application & LIP x >
4,000 customers eligible [ e e e via Agency Solutions Agency Solutions
3800 Milwaukee .
200 Waukesh Referral o Agency reviews LIP Agency conducts EIP Specaists
aukesha e ‘agreement with case management e
Paitcpainyiagency customer follow up ESBM
renew:
Eligibility based on: CSS awards
: i RELHEEENES forgiveness' and co-
~Residential Education ol "
v paysb(; remaining
=Budget greater than $65 Down payment jances
wArrears
based on 2x's e CSS graduates
=Locked in the previous A it inine v
\gency Solutions
season system budget e ol enroliment year
=Received WHEAP in (Capped at
! EIP Specialists
BIEVOESIEEASOD $600) review enroliment
=No self reconnect in the and posts in €SS
last 24 months
. — Color Key
[
rerr?o?/reet‘jlmus Blue- We Energies Tan- Agency
Yellow- Customer Magenta- We Energies and Agency
Green- Informational




LIP-Educational Workshops Outline

Introduction
N LIP Case Manager
= Review LIP Program and Requirements

LIP or Low Income Pilot is a program designed to help low-income customers of WE Energies to establish and maintain a
manageable monthly budget. In addition to the affordable budget, customers receive forgiveness on balances owed as they make
consistent payments. They're provided with educational classes consisting of Energy Conservation, Financial Literacy, and one-
on-one counseling. The requirements to remain on the program are to make the budgeted payments each month, attend the
educational classes, apply for Energy Assistance each heating season, take necessary steps to conserve energy and accept
weatherization when it is offered.

Financial Education

LIP agencies use the FDIC's Money Smart curriculum, see more at:
Review of the Money Smart DVD or Financial Literacy Handouts & Discussion
Steps to becoming financially stable and secure
(Share ideas and talk about the following topics)

Budgeting

Banking

Asset Building

Identity Theft

Obligations as an energy consumer

Questions/Answers about Financial Workshop

Eneragy Conservation
Conservation DVD, or Conservation Presentation & Discussion
Conservation workshops are provided to reduce residential energy costs and help reduce the demand for energy. The
Conservation Module provides tips that can amount to significant savings’ throughout the home.

N Review of low cost/no cost ways to lower energy use

N Hands on demonstration of energy saving items

N Distribution of energy savings brochures and materials
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APPENDIX G - PRESENTATION BY COMMUNITY ADVOCATES



COMMUNITY ADVOCATES
Where Meeting Basic Needs Inspires Hope

Community Advocates was founded as a general advocacy agency for
low income Milwaukeeans in 1976 by three volunteers. Their vision was
to provide fundamental assistance and information to Milwaukee’s
disadvantaged populations. Thirty-four years later, the agency has a
paid staff of over 170—but the vision and hope of its founders remain.

Community Advocates has evolved from dealing primarily with those in
crisis to providing programs and services that help prevent crisis.
Whether there is a need for safe, affordable housing, case management
services for individuals with chronic mental iliness, or quality health care
for all, Community Advocates meets these needs with effective,
innovative programs and services that work.

A community in which each person envisions a future with
hope.

To provide individuals and families with advocacy and
services that meet their basic needs so they may live in dignity.




Basic Needs — 36,000 clients served annually
Housing Advocacy

Health Care Advocacy

Disabilities Advocacy

Utilities Management Services

Milwaukee Women’s Center — 12,000 clients served annually
Victims of Family Violence Shelter and Services

Addiction & Mental Health Treatment

Horizons — Women'’s Halfway House

Older Abused Women's Program

Nevermore — Batterers Treatment

Behavioral Health & Homeless Outreach — 550 clients served annually
Case Management Services

Autumn West Safe Haven

Homeless Outreach Nursing

Justice 2000 — 9,600 clients served annually

Pre-trail Diversion

Municipal Court Intervention

Drug Court Coordinator

70% are under the official poverty level

75% are female, head of household

60% are between the ages of 21 — 50

50% have High School diploma or GED

40% have a mental illness or substance addiction

80% live in rental housing and have moved at least 3 times in the past 5
years

80% pay more than 30% of their monthly income for housing
Average family size is 4

72% are African American

14% are Latino

13% are White

1% are Other




e The L.I.P. program enhances our
capability to provide a wrap-around
approach when dealing with issues
affecting the low-income community.

* The L.I.P. program is an integral part of
our Basic Needs Division because it's
another tool available to assist clients with
meeting their basic needs.

» Offers Affordable payment plan that customers can
realistically maintain

» Allows a customer to establish consistent payment
history

* Provides clients with an education on conservation and
basic consumer education

* Emphasizes the customers role in maintaining affordable
utility bills




» Expanding the enrollment to include other low-
income populations-elderly and disabled

» Terminating a customer from the program due
to circumstances beyond their control (i.e. a
reduction in hours or a sudden loss of income)

» Creating a process of periodic income review
and payment amounts rather than setting the
payment amount annually

* Inability to provide individualized consultations
which currently provide clients with an
atmosphere to be honest and realistic about
their ability to make their monthly payments

» We have relationships with clients that WE
Energies will have a hard time forming

» Failure Rate would be extremely high




« Case management function is not an
appropriate use of WE-Energies customer
service staff's time

» Gap in services would occur causing other basic
needs issues to go unresolved

» Additional strains would be put on the
Vulnerable populations: elderly, disabled,
homebound

* More families become homeless-causing a strain on the
other existing systems: hospitals, jails, shelters, schools,
etc.

» Service agencies will have to find resources to assist
clients with fees associated with the disconnection of
services (reconnection fees, down payments, self
connections repairs)

+ Clients will resort to scams and using others to maintain
service at their unit (sometimes life threatening self-
connects).




* Reduce staff capacity
» Decrease in level of service to the community

 Advocate to enroll customers in other We
Energies payment plans

» Positive Behavioral Changes are due to
the educational component of L.I.P.
* Impact on entire household-future generations
* Financial Literacy
» Energy Conservation
* Bill Paying-Checking Accounts, Fees
* Relocation education
» Guide to be successful in the program
« Utilizing and maximizing public benefits




 The two basic processes of education are
knowing and valuing

-Albert Einstein

» The significant problems we face cannot be
solved at the same level of thinking we were at
when we created them

-Robert J. Havighurst

* You don’t know what you don’t know
-Maudwella Kirkendoll
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Beginning Goals

 When we gathered to start the
Hebron House Shelter the intent
was to be around about 3 years

 Faith Based volunteers worked
24/7 to get the emergency shelter
up and going for those three
years.




Hebron House Shelter




1986

» Focused on serving families and single
women when the Salvation Army opened
the Lodge in Waukesha County

 Started the No-Interest Loan Program
With Budget Counseling Services

 Started the Housing Placement Program
with Landlord/Tenant Counseling Services

Budget Counseling and LIP




1996

» General Assistance discontinued
for single adults with special
needs

* Replaced with Basic Program

Cornerstone Apartments




Jeremy House Safe Haven

1998 and Impact of W2

* Impact of Welfare to Work or W2 on Homelessness
was not foreseen by the system change

* On the face of it, Governor Thompson’s idea was a
rollicking success. In twenty of the State’s 77
counties, the welfare roll dropped by 80% or more.

» But these statistics mask some of the grim realities
behind the Wisconsin reforms. Professor Sharon
Hays of the University of South California has
conducted the most thorough study, says Hari. She
found that of all the women who had been through
the welfare system, half are sometimes without
enough money to buy food, and almost half find
themselves unable to pay rent or utility bills. “It has
some flickers of a good program to get people from
welfare to work,” says Hari, “but is also packed with
measures that are designed to punish people for
their ‘dysfunction’.”




Siena House Shelter

2001 Hebron House
Becomes a CHDO

o CHDO-Community Housing Development
Organization

» Allows access to set aside for HOME
dollars




Gander |

Gander Il




Hillside Apartments

2007 Expediting SSI Program

» Collaboration of Disability Determination Bureau,
local Social Security office and 26 community
agencies along with ProHealth Care.

 Based on the SOAR Model out of Baltimore
Maryland

» Obtain benefits for persons disabled and
experiencing homelessness in under 71 days

* with a 92% success rate.

e 232 Successful applications have brought in
over $5,000,652 in benefits for SSI/SSDI




2008 Washington County Services




2009 Hunger issues Food
Pantry of Waukesha County

Served 2,726 NEW clients in 2009

» 74,028 people were served in 2009 at
the Food Pantry of Waukesha County
compared to 67,785 in 2008

10



Established Overflow shelter

to address single men

Previously served by sleeping on the sofas
and floors of existing shelters along with 10
Overflow Shelter beds at Salvation Army

Need exceeded the usual fix in December
2008

Opened the Overflow Shelter in January
2009 through April 30t serving 131.

Opened again in November 2009 to run
through April 2010. Served 171 individuals.

2009 Demand For Emergency
Shelter Services in Waukesha

e Salvation Army Served 186 Single Men An%urned Away 268

e Salvation Army provided 15,576 meals at the community meal site and 37,449
meals and snacks to the Lodge guests.

e The Women’s Center Served 309 Women And Children And Turned Away
550

* Hebron House Of Hospitality Served 1,971 Individuals As Singles And
Families With Children

* Hebron House of Hospitality served 67,635 meals and snacks to the emergency
shelter guests.

e Turned Away 720 Families And 1,483 Individuals Because The Shelters Were
Filled.

11



Hope Center In
Waukesha County

*Meals served in 2009 - 18,766
compared to 14,338 in 2008; a 31%
increased

*The number of children being served
went from 167 in 2008 to 702 in 2009; a
320% increase

Current Participants in the Continuum of
Care in Waukesha County

» Hebron House of Hospitality

» Salvation Army

» Richard’s Place

» The Women'’s Center

» Interfaith Senior Programs

» Pregnancy Support Connection

» Mental Health Association

» National Alliance on Mental lliness

» Waukesha Housing Authority

» Metropolitan Fair Housing Council

» Waukesha County Land Trust

» Community Development Block Grant
» Independence First

» Department of Health and Human Services
» Waukesha County Mental Health Clinic
» Waukesha Food Pantry

» La Casa de Esperanza

» Sophia

» ProHealth Care

» Community Action Coalition

» Community volunteers




Children On Average

Comprise 48% of the
Individuals served in the
emergency shelters

In 2008 the agency served
375 children and in 2009
served 836 children an
Increase of 82%

How does/would the LIP fit into the
services you provide?

 LIP fits into the Budget and Housing
Counseling service Programs

» Hebron House of Hospitality is able to
obtain Credit Reports and review all
financial issue with each client and work
out functional budgets to assist with
eliminating debt for each household

13



What about LIP works well for you
and your customers?

» Having the list of referrals from WE energies

* Having ongoing update information as to the
payment schedule and payments missed.

» The program gives the clients a way to keep the
energy connection while still maintaining some
responsibility of their previous bills.

» Most of these clients have no other way to keep
the energy connected and this offers a great
option for them.

What about LIP doesn’'t work
well/could be improved for you and
your customers?

Working with this customer base you know that they have many barriers not
only externally but internally as well.

The program currently does not provide much of a lapse of time before they
are disconnected.

For all clients this is the most affordable payment plan and a last chance to
have arrear forgiveness.

There should either be a follow-up workshop session for those who are in
jeopardy of falling off of the program or there should be a required credit
and budget counseling session since most partner agencies already provide
this service.

The requirements of the program are reasonable but as a case manager of
the program, in some cases the circumstances are reasonable but once you
are out of the program there is no way to get back in.

14



What would be the impacts if the
service agencies were not involved
In the LIP?

» Customers would not have the opportunity to stay
connected for energy services

e Customers would not learn one on one energy saving
things they can do on their own and they also learn ways
to implement them.

» Customers would not learn ways to supplement their
income with valuable services like Food Share, energy
assistance, housing assistance, weatherization and
many other services.

» Customers have an innate fear of systems as they tend

to get lost in them and service agencies like ours help
them navigate those systems

What would the service agencies do if
the LIP ended? What if just the

educational components of LIP ended?

* The agencies would continue to strive to assist
the client

* Many customers would be disconnected, not
able to pay their bills.

» Some of these clients are on housing and one of
the rules is to maintain their electric bill, without
LIP they could be disconnected and in the end
not only lose their lights and heat but their
housing as well.

15



Question

If the SOAR program can make changes in
the way the Federal, State and Local
Social Security Administration processess
applications-

why can’t Energy providers change the
system they utilize to adjust to the current
status of the economic needs and issues
of customers and the economy?

Energy Security System

» Pool of Money that is optional for all energy
households to pay into

* $1-$10 or some amount given monthly by all
energy clients that goes into a pool of funds to
offset the energy costs of eligible households
that will never have enough income to meet the
used services

» Must apply and be approved through a process

attached to the current energy assistance
program and community agency partners,

tracked and recertified yearly by those partners.

16



SOAR vs Energy Approach

» Local office flags applications as homeless and
then sent to the state Disability Determination
Bureau special homeless unit; We energies
could flag special need or assistance customers

* Agencies act as field office of Disability
Determination Bureau or We energies-
Customers are referred to local agencies for
screening, confirmation of need and special
circumstances

» We energies puts them in special follow up
program-LIP done through the agencies

Contact Information

Ms. Bernie Juno, Executive Director
Hebron House of Hospitality, Inc.
1601 E. Racine Avenue, Suite 103
Waukesha, W1 53186
Ph: 262-549-8720 ext 119;
Fax: 262-549-8730
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Empowering Milwaukee County
residents with the resources to move
beyond poverty

"~ Executive Office

4041 N. Richards Street | Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53212
(414) 906-2700 | Fax (414) 906-2749 | www.cr-sdc.org

Summary of Presentation on the Importance of the Low Income Pilot (LIP)
Deborah Blanks, CEO, Social Development Commission (SDC)
October 28, 2010 Low Income Task Force Meeting

Background Information

There are three major factors related to utility bill payment patterns in our low income community: (1)
levels of consumption (Old housing stock in the city of Milwaukee and degree to which landlords assume
responsibilities for property maintenance), (2) inability to pay (fixed incomes, 50% unemployment of black
males, increased unemployment in southern suburbs of Milwaukee County, lack of job opportunities,
spatial mismatch and lack of transportation to jobs in outlying areas) and (3) personal responsibility
(feelings of stress, being overwhelmed, lacking a personal strategy and limited resources).

How LIP fits into the services SDC provides

« SDC's new service delivery model focuses on quality and efficiency. Examples include: (1)
Welcome Center (versus traditional waiting room area) at intake where Energy and other clients
are offered a variety of educational services/resources and onsite sign up for public benefits
(Food Share and BadgerCare), (2) provision of Energy and free tax preparation services from one
worker and (3) Integrated Supportive Services Team for access to a variety of other SDC and
community based services (W-2, Ways to Work, Transitional Jobs).

LIP features that work well for SDC and our customers

+ All components work (i.e. the additional co-pay dollars, case management, and financial
literacy/conservation training and coaching).

« LIP helps in serving clients who need a considerable amount of assistance, including a worker's
time and bill paying solutions. These clients include (1) fixed income clients and (2) those that
could move out of their current residence with outside assistance.

« There's no other resource for clients to obtain the additional co-pay they receive from the LIP. An
affordable plan, in combination with personal responsibility, is the key to success.

Current LIP features that don’t work well/could be improved for SDC and our customers

« Initially there was difficulty in knowing when LIP clients were starting to miss payments. With the
new We Energies data system, we can see when there’s an “alert” on the account, and our
workers can be more proactive in reaching out to the client.

« There's an annual one time only enroliment of clients selected by We Energies. We'd like to
select some of the clients who would benefit from the program and then be able to enroll them at
different times of the year. This would enable us to fill slots as they open up throughout the year
and thereby serve more clients annually.




Page 2

October 28, 2010
Blanks presentation

impact if the service agencies were not involved in the LIP

There would be no in person services to address the speciai needs of these clients without our
provider agencies’ involvement. This means there would be a loss of face to face contact and the
ability to reinforce regular payment patterns. Case management continues this cruciai in person
contact.

There would be no co-pay dollars to repiace the LIP funds for Energy Assistance.

There would not be the full menu of services leveraged by the various agencies to holistically
support these at risk househoids. This would potentially lead to increased payment failure rates,
and diminish services to the point of becoming scattered versus focused and intensive.

What SDC would do if the LIP ended and/or if only the educational components of LIP ended.

Our agency would not have the staff capacity to handie this client group, and disconnections
would increase.

There is no other available service in the community to replace LIP. Without LIP, low income
families would spiral further into poverty.

In summary, experience tells us that Targeted Assistance Programs, like LIP, are a much more direct and
efficient approach to serving our clients.
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Low Income Task Force

Discussion of We Energies
Low Income Pilot Cost
Effectiveness Issues

October 19, 2010

Discussion Points

» Evaluation summary

Y

Cost/benefit analysis

» Best practice research

» Discussions throughout!

wwwtetratechcom




Evaluation Summary

Overview of Evaluation

» Multi-year evaluation
= July 31, 2005 through March 31, 2009

» Evaluation included many activities across
the multi-year evaluation period

=  Tracking system review

= Participant and nonparticipant surveys
= Drop-out surveys

= Best practice review

= Cost-effectiveness analysis

= Qbservational visits




Program Progress - End of Year 3

Participation | Participation | Participation
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3

Year 1 enrollees (N=3,235) 38.4% 22.6% 16.2%
Year 2 enrollees (N=1,206) 46.8% 27.8%
Year 3 enrollees (N=1,228) 44.8%

» Table represents % active across program years
» Performance improved between year 1 and Year 2

» Year 3 declined slightly, but still an improvement over first
year

Recommendations

» Develop a different bill payment value option (e.g.,
sliding scale, percent of income payment)

» Reconsider the requirement for program
participation, including the disconnection
requirement

» ldentify means for reducing costs and improving
cost-effectiveness of the program (discussed next)




Cost/Benefit Analysis

DO
The Four Perspectives

Traditional cost/benefit analysis review four perspectives
» Utility perspective

» Participant perspective

» Total resource cost perspective

» Societal perspective

wwwtetratechcom




Data Captured in Tests

We Energies start-up costs - -

We Energies program administration costs - -

Payments to agencies to administer program - -

Arrearage forgiveness costs to utility (occurring due
to early forgiveness) - +

Bill shortfall paid by utility (difference between budget
bill and actual bill) - -

Utility co-payments - +
Agency staff costs in excess of payments to agencies + +
Agency materials costs in excess of payments to
| agencies + +
Supplement payments from other sources to
| agencies to administer program + +
Incremental customer payments + + +
Non-energy benefits +
Participants’ costs - - - -
Avoided disconnection and reconnection costs + + +
Transfer of crisis payments to non-participants +
Escrow accounting allowance + +
9 e tetratechcom
oy
Net Present Value of Components
We Energies start-up costs $332,568
We Energies program administration costs $1,955,967
Payments to agencies to administer program $2,034,457
Arrearage forgiveness costs to utility $307,456
Bill shortfall paid by utility $1,269,846
Utility co-payments $1,755,437
Agency additional staff costs $670,513
Agency materials costs in excess of payments to agencies $85,910
Supplemental payments from other programs to agencies $200,935
Incremental customer payments $314,276
Other participant benefits $762,442
Other utility benefits $20,219
Participants costs $102,352
Avoided disconnection and reconnection costs $971,164
Transfer of crisis payments to non-participants $273,915

10
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Review of the Tool

11 wnen tetratech.oom

Best Practices

12 wwwtetratechcom




o>
Methodology

» Reviewed other low-income programs through
= Literature review
=  On-line research

= |nterviews with seven program managers

» Attempted to identify programs that included a bill
payment and arrearage forgiveness component

13 wnen tetratech.oom

Administration

» With the exception of 2 programs reviewed, the
utility administers the program

» One program was in the process of shifting
administration from CAAs to utility

» Cost efficiencies cited as the rationale for utility
administration

14
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D
Eligibility

» Verification of ability to pay

=  Households with no income are not eligible and placed in
a different program

» Most programs removed for missed payments

= Several programs did not do this saying they have an
affordable bill when they are able to pay

» No programs removed for not meeting non-
payment requirements

15 wnen tetratech.oom

Monthly Payments and Arrearage Forgiveness

» All but one had a reduction to bill payment often
based on an affordability scale

= Percentage of monthly income

= Percentage of retail budget bill

= Average amount paid to utility in prior year
» Arrearage forgiveness varied by:

* Number of months

=  Frequency

16 wwwtetratechcom




Other Components

» Energy education and financial management unique
to the LIP

= No program reviewed provided energy education

= One program reviewed offered financial management
education

» In-depth case management was also unique to the
LIP

» Weatherization required by many programs
reviewed

17 wnen tetratech.oom

Discussion
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WE Energies LIP Cost Study update

1/2011

Agenda

m Original Cost & Benefit Study
m Simplified Original Cost Study
m New Sampling Results

m Updated Cost Analysis

m Escrow Again....

m Questions




Original Study (3/2009) was multi-year life cycle analysis from
multiple perspectives

Benefit /Cost Study ( 3/2009)

Acc Net PV * 1

Project years
4

1 We Energies Start up costs
2 'WE Program Admin Costs
3 Payment to agencies for admin
4 Arrearage Foregiveness by WE
5 Bill Shortfall paid by WE
6 WE Co-payments
7 Agency Added staff above WE payments
8 Agency Material costs above WE payments
9 Other program payments to agencies
10 Incremental Customer Payments
11a Other Participant Benefits
11b Other Utility Benefits
12 Participant Costs
13 Avoided Dis & Reconnect costs
14 Transfer of Crisis Payments to others

* Assumes 7% discount rate

Utilty ratepayer _Participant TRC

Societal

Benefits
Costs
Net Benefit
B/C Ratio

Original Study (3/2009) results from the complex analysis

LIP Cost Effectiveness Results : Escrow Accounting Excluded

Test Benefits

Utility $2,263,015
Participant $3,787,726
Total Resource Cost (TRC) $3,025,458
Societal $2,342,016

Costs B/C Ratio
$7,655,731 0.3
$102,352 37.0
$4,732,800 0.6
$4,732,800 0.5

LIP Cost Effectiveness Results : Escrow Accounting Included

Test Benefits

Utility $22,763,174
Participant $3,787,726
Total Resource Cost (TRC) $23,525,617
Societal $2,342,016

Costs B/C Ratio
$7,655,731 3.0
$102,352 37.0
$4,732,800 5.0
$4,732,800 0.5




Simplified Original Cost Study

Initial Cost assumptions

= WE internal program costs ( from 3/2009 study ) = $363K/yr
= Estimated program participation = 3,000 customers
m Updated estimated of payments to agencies = $450K /yr

m Initial estimates on the added cost “w/o LIP “ program
m Customer contact costs
m Disconnect/reconnect costs
m Positive Id costs

m Usage, payment, and outage pattern assumptions for LIP and w/o

LIP programs

m Initially used 3/2009 study profile for these assumptions




Initial Cost Study results:
LIP has a benefit to cost ratio of 1.09:1

2011 estimate LIP vs w/o LIP
w/ LIP w Agencies wio LIP
WE O&M costs
WE Program Admin Costs $362,936 $594,812 ($231,876)
Payment to agencies for admin $450,000 $0 $450,000
Disconnect & Reconnect costs $0 $402,781 ($402,781)
Pos ID Costs $0 $2,340 ($2,340)
Subtotal O&M costs $812,936 $999,933 ($186,997)
WE Uncollectible expense
Cost of WE Utility Energy Service $6,450,000 $6,347,920 $102,080
Customer Payments -$3,885,000 -$3,657,000 ($228,000
Subtotal Uncollectible expense $2,565,000 $2,690,920 ($125,920)
Total Net Costs $3,377,936 $3,690,853 ($312,917)
Net Participants 3,000 3,000
Cost per Net Participant $1,125.98 $1,230.28

Utility Ratepayer Benefit/Cost ratio 1.09

Update efforts on the LIP Cost assumptions

m Analysis of Sample of LIP and non LIP customer groups

m Small number of customers randomly selected in each group over multi-
year period

m  Survey insights on LIP:
m Customers have more usage
m Customers have higher payment levels
m Customers have less customer contact needs

Customer service, disconnect, collection and medical needs contacts
Self reconnect contacts
PSC complaints

m Customers have less disconnects
= Internal labor assumed reallocation

m Improved service quality

m Uncollectible management @




Sample showed increased payments achieved with LIP

Revenue per Customer
Payments to WE /cust
- Customer
- Assistance
Total Payments
Uncollectible Exp/cust

# of Payments/cust/yr

Non LIP LIP
$ % of Pymnt % of Bill $ % of Pymnt % of Bill Difference
$2,486.78 $2,870.78 $384.01
$782.47  58% 31% $1,304.43  60% 45% $521.96
$574.02 42% 23% $874.53 40% 30% $300.51
$1,356.48 55% $2,178.96 76% $822.47
$1,130.29 $691.83 -$438.47
3.4 12.0

Sample Survey showed added Customer interaction requirements
for Non LIP customers

Calls /customer/yr

Types of calls

General Cust Serv
Disconnect calls
Collection/litigation
Medical Condition

Assumed Average call

(min/cust/call)

Disconnects /cust/yr

Non LIP LIP
11 4
2.9 4
5.1 0
1.7 0
13 0
15 15
0.8 0
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Updated Cost Study Results:

Assuming sample successes, LIP has a benefit to cost ratio of 1.44

Updated 12/2010 Customer Sampling results

2011 estimate LIP vs w/o LIP
wi LIP w Agencies wio LIP
WE O&M costs
WE Program Admin Costs $362,936 $594,812 ($231,876)
Payment to agencies for admin $450,000 $0 $450,000
Disconnect & Reconnect costs $0 $163,447 ($163,447)
Pos ID Costs $0 $2,340 ($2,340)
Subtotal O&M costs $812,936 $760,599 $52,337
WE Uncollectible expense
Cost of WE Utility Energy Service $8,613,000 $7,460,330 $1,152,670
Customer Payments -$6,537,364 -$4,069,450 ($2,467,914)
Subtotal Uncollectible expense $2,075,636 $3,390,880 ($1,315,243)
Total Net Costs $2,888,572 $4,151,479 ($1,262,907)
Net Participants 3,000 3,000
Cost per Net Participant $962.86 $1,383.83
Utility Ratepayer Benefit/Cost ratio 1.44
11
Assuming 55% attrition, LIP has a benefit to cost ratio of 1.12
Updated 12/2010 Customer Sampling results with attrition: 55%
2011 estimate LIP vs w/o LIP
Wi LIP w Agencies Wio LIP.
WE O&M costs
WE Program Admin Costs $362,936 $594,812 ($231,876)
Payment to agencies for admin $450,000 $0 $450,000
Disconnect & Reconnect costs $89,896 $163,447 ($73,551)
Pos ID Costs $0 $2,340 ($2,340)
Subtotal O&M costs $902,832 $760,599 $142,233
WE Uncollectible expense
Cost of WE Utility Energy Service $7,979,031 $7,460,330 $518,702
Customer Payments -$5,180,011 -$4,069,450 ($1,110,561)
Subtotal Uncollectible expense $2,799,020 $3,390,880 ($591,860)
Total Net Costs $3,701,852 $4,151,479 ($449,627)
Net Participants 3,000 3,000
Cost per Net Participant $1,233.95 $1,383.83
Utility Ratepayer Benefit/Cost ratio 112

12




Using the 3/2009 Study findings on retention, the Benefit/Cost ratio would rise
as % of Successful customers rise in program

From 3/2009 Study
Retention
Year 1 Remain 45%
Year 2 Remain 25%
Year 3 Remain 19%
Other Years 15%

Success % B/C Ratio
Year 1 45% 1.12
Year 2 50% 1.14
Year 3 55% 1.16

13

Escrow again ...
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The level of uncollectible expense has been reduced w/ LIP but
variability remains high

Uncollectible expense

Normal Weather

+1 Std Dev weather & Natural gas price

Variance

15

w/ LIP w/o LIP*
$2,075,636 $3,390,880
$3,113,086 $4,289,489
$1,037,450 $898,609

Bad Debt Expense & Escrow Accounting

$750

$00

Bad Debt Expense

——

2005 2006 207 2008 2009

— Actual — Rate Case

e« 2
S =
= o

In millions
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Other large Metropolitan areas recognize
uncollectible uncertainty issue

ELECTRIC Gas
Bad Debt Bad Debt
Def Cost Def Cost
Local Electric Distribution Utility Clause Gas Distribution Clause
Detroit
Cleveland
Buffalo Niagara Mohawk ( National Grid ) NYSEG
Milwaukee
St Louis Laclede Gas Company
Miami Florida City Gas
Memphis Memphis Light, Gas & Water Division ~ ? Memphis Light, Gas & Water Division
Cincinnati
Philadelphia
Philadelphia Philadelphia Gas Works
NYC Con Ed ?
Newark
Chicago
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APPENDIX K.b — BUSINESS CASE PRESENTATION SUPPORTING ANALYSIS



We Energies LIP Cost Study — supporting analysis

3/2011

WE Program costs and payments to Agencies

WE Program Costs w/ LIP External Annual Cost
EIP assist (e.g., enrollmnt, move monitorng, agency comm.) $313,794
Management (e.g., monitoring, reporting, agency follow-up) $46,488
Postage $2,654
WE Program Costs $362,936 3/2009 PA Study
Payment to Agencies for admin
2 Agencies ( Payment/net participant ) $100 $300,000
Fixed payment /agency $75,000 $150,000
Waukesha added payment $0
Total WE Payments to Agencies $450,000 2011 Cost est
WE Program Costs w/o LIP External Annual Cost Notes
WE Program Costs w/ LIP External $362,936
Added call's cost * $203,310 ( 6calls/cust x 3000custs x .25hours/call x $45.18/hr)
Added manager support cost ** $28,566 ( 0.4calls/cust x 3000custs x .5hours/call x $47.61/hr)
WE Program Costs $594,812

2011 2011 2011
CS loaded cost for LIP project Cost Center Base Benefits @.5161 loaded cost
Customer Consultant -Res- SM business 473LOPR1 29.80 15.38 45.18
EIP consultant 475LOPR2 31.40 16.21 47.61

#of Calls/cust Minutes /call

* Added CC Cost/person/disconnect w/o LIP
** Added Supr cost/person/disconnect w/o LIP 0.4 30




3/2009 study assumptions on customer usage and payments

Cust Pays w/ LIP Cust pays w/o LIP
WE Cost Annual one time. Attrition rate Annual Arrears*
Avg WE LIP cust energy billlyr ( 3/2009 Study) 2006 $2,150 $1,170 $250 50%  $1,170 $49
2011 $2,150 $1,170 $250 50%  $1,170 $49
*3/2009 PA Consulting study assumed 5% of unpaid lump sum payment
E&G Energy Service Costs
Wi LIP w Agencies wio LIP
E&G Energy Service costs/LIP Customer $2,150 $2,150
Added outage impact -$34
Net Energy Service Cost/customer $2,150 $2,116
# of customers 3,000 3,000
$6,450,000 $6,347,920
E&G Energy Service Payments
Wi LIP w Agencies wio LIP
E&G Energy Service Paymnt/LIP Customer $1,170 $1,170
Avg added one time paymentt $125 $49
Net Energy Service Cost/customer $1,295 $1,219
# of customers 3,000 3,000
$3,885,000 $3,657,000
3

3/2009 Study estimated added costs w/o LIP program

2011 Costs

Gas(WEGO) Gas (WGC) Elec(WEPCo)
Disconnect $58.40 $60.39 $32.43
Reconnect $75.39 $81.25 $32.43
Total Cost $64.86
# of customers 3,000
# of disconnects & reconnects 2
Subtotal Electric disconnect & reconnect costs $389,160
Self Reconnect ( Requires disc & reconnect) 7% $13,621
Total Electric disconnect & reconnect costs $402,781
Added Dis/reconnects w/o LIP (each) 2
Avoided Pos Id costs * $0.78 =$2340/yr for 3000 customers

*3/2009 Study, ID is $0.65 per use and
positivelD questions is $1.65 per use. Also, if
needed, may do an in-person app ($8 per
application). Assume 20% need positive ID, and
a 20% subset of those need to do the $8
application




1/2011 Study updated estimated disconnect/reconnect costs for
customers not enrolled in program

Updated per unit costs for : 2011 Costs

Gas(WEGO) Gas (WGC) Elec(WEPCo)
Disconnect $58.40 $60.39 $32.43
Reconnect $75.39 $81.25 $32.43
Total Cost $64.86
# of customers 3,000
# of disconnects & reconnects 0.8
Subtotal Electric disconnect & reconnect costs $155,664
Self Reconnect ( Requires disc & reconnect) 10% $7,783
Total Electric disconnect & reconnect costs $163,447
Added Dis/reconnects w/o LIP ( each) 0.8
Avoided Pos Id costs *** $0.78 =$2340/yr for 3000 customers

*** 3/2009 Study, ID is $0.65 per use and
positivelD questions is $1.65 per use. Also, if
needed, may do an in-person app ($8 per
application). Assume 20% need positive ID, and
a 20% subset of those need to do the $8
application

1/2011 study updated estimated customer usage and

payment profile w/ & w o LIP

E&G Energy Service costs/LIP Customer
Added outage impact

Net Energy Service Cost/customer

# of customers

E&G Energy Service Paymnt/LIP Customer

Net Energy Service Cost/customer
# of customers

E&G Energy Service Costs Average w/
w/ LIP w Agencies wlo LIP Attrition
$2,871 $2,487
$2,871 $2,487
3,000 3,000
$8,613,000 $7,460,330 $7,979,031
E&G Energy Service Payments
w/ LIP w Agencies w/o LIP
$2,179 $1,356
$2,179 $1,356
3,000 3,000
$6,537,364 $4,069,450 $5,180,011




Eligible for LIP That Did Not Enroll

LS Total
. LS Number| LS Avg
“ Name Billed PER [ &\ ero | whEP payments LS Percent
YEAR (LS revised payments
Years dollars
for annual)
1 Customer 1 $ 1,839 7 $532.14 $1,827.61 99%|
Sample results: 2 [customer2 $ 2,584 4 $44250 $2,226.62 86%
P 3 |customer3 $ 3,945 3 $888.67 $2,810.79 71%)
For eligible
4 Customer 4 $ 2,490 3 $1,279.00 $1,575.89 63%)
customers not 5  [customers $ 464 7 $10171  $10L.71 20%)
H 6 |customer6 $ 2,176 3 $927.67 $2,229.69 102%]
enrolled in the LIP,
7 Customer 7 $ 738 5 $182.40 $777.42 105%|
the average annual 8 [customers $ 1,746 8 $500.88 $1,708.44 98%)
1 H 9 Customer 9 $ 1,797 4  $554.75 $970.87 54%|
energy bill is
10 |customer 10 $ 2,070 2 $600.50  $946.22 46%)
$2487/CUSt0mer 11 |customer 11 $ 2,964 4 $780.00 $2,216.82 75%
12 |customer 12 $ 3,204 3 $462.00  $462.00 14%)
and average
13 |[customer 13 $ 2,041 11 $682.09 $1,688.92 83%)
payment to the 14 |customer 14 $ 3,864 3 $494.00 $1,151.19 30%
ili 15 [Cust 15 1,169 4 $29275  $322.14 28%
utility are 55% of ustomer d !
16  |Customer 16 $ 1,490 4 $500.75  $71334 48%)
that cost. 17 [customer17 $ 4,099 2 $56350 $1,119.69 27%
18  |customer 18 $ 2,800 2 $44050  $440.50 16%)
19  |customer 19 $ 2,899 3 $0.00 $1,688.42 58%)
20 |customer 20 $ 5,267 2 $1,164.50 $2,151.41 41%)
Total $ 49,736
Average $ 2,487 $574.02  $1,356.48 55%]
Deviation $ 1,199
7
Enrolled in LIP
LS Total
’ LS Number| LS Avg
" Name Billed PER oot wEn payme.nts LS Percent
YEAR (LS revised payments
Years dollars
for annual)
Sample results: 1 |Customer 101 $ 2701 3 $1,327.00 $2,326.66 86%)
|. bl 2 |customer 102 $ 2,560 3 $940.67 $2,282.93 89%)
Fore Igl € 3 |customer 103 $ 5117 2 $2,07.00 $4,267.57 83%)
Customers 4 Customer 104 $ 2,608 3 $503.72 $1,776.92 68%)
- 5 Customer 105 $ 2,575 3  $810.33 $1,967.98 76%)
enroned in the 6 Customer 106 $ 2,510 3 $460.00 $1,854.71 74%)
LIP, the average 7 Customer 107 $ 2,996 3 $520.00 $2,255.66 75%)
H 8 Customer 108 $ 2,567 3 $951.33 $2,380.08 93%)
annual energy bill
) 9 Customer 109 $ 3,028 3 $1,022.00 $2,442.13 81%)
IS $2871/CUSt0mer 10  [customer 110 $ 2,948 6 $654.00 $1,755.17 60%)
o
and the average 11  |Customer 111 $ 3,990 5 $1,451.40 $2,695.51 68%)
12 Customer 112 $ 2,559 3 $823.33 $2,040.13 80%)
payment tO the 13 Customer 113 $ 2,839 6 $1,062.50 $2,314.76 82%)
uti"ty are 76% of 14 |customer 114 $ 2,749 5  $608.60 $2,030.91 74%)
that COSt 15 Customer 115 $ 3,999 6 $92850 $2,290.87 57%|
" 16  |Customer 116 $ 2,352 2 $1,054.00 $1,781.69 76%)
17  |Customer 117 $ 1,336 2 $652.00 $1,404.60 105%
18 |customer 118 $ 2,869 1  $240.00 $2,067.25 72%|
19 |customer 119 $ 2,242 3 $49967 $1,464.65 65%)
Total 54,545
Average 2,871 $874.53 $2,178.96 76%)
Standard Deviation 791
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Escrow Accounting

October 19, 2010

What is escrow accounting?

m Escrow accounting is a unique accounting method that
can be authorized for regulated companies.

m It is sometimes referred to as deferral accounting.

m Because of escrow accounting, the utility expenses the
amount provided in rate recovery — whether or not fully
incurred.

= Any differences between actual results and the amount
provided in rate recovery is recorded on the balance
sheet for inclusion in the next rate case




How does it work?

m For example: The utility is provided $100 in rate
recovery for residential bad debts.

m Under traditional recovery methods the utility would
be harmed when bad debt expense is above $100
and would benefit when bad debt expense is under
$100. The opposite is true for the customer.

m Under escrow accounting neither the utility nor the
customer are harmed. The utility would show $100
of expense. Any bad debt expense greater than
$100 would be deferred for future recovery from
customers and any bad debt expense less than $100
would be deferred for future refund to customers.
(However see risk in downside coming up)

When would it be used?

= There are two areas that escrow
accounting has been used.

m Areas to make sure the money is spent to
avoid game playing.
Example — Conservation Spending

m Areas which are difficult to predict and are
outside the utilities control

Examples - Transmission accounting (first few
years) and Bad Debt Expense

A=
G




What are the benefits of escrow
accounting?

m Ensures all rate case dollars are spent on
the specific item

» Adds stability in an area of uncertainty
= Predictable

m Stabilize cost recovery by matching actual
expenses to recovered expenses

What are the downsides of escrow
accounting?

m If not managed properly could lead to
improper allocation of resources.

m PSCW concern that shareholders benefit
at the risk of ratepayers

m Example - Company stopping/reducing
collection work — save O&M and let the bad
debt go to escrow.




I Key Factors Needed for Escrow

m Bad Debt expense is uncertain and
significant

m Collections need to be managed
aggressively.

b

I Why is bad debt expense uncertain at
We Energies?

m Service territory has most of the same
variables —

m Weather swings
m Natural gas price changes

m Changes in energy assistance

m Big difference is the economic condition

ﬁ&_'-:ﬁ%.
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Bad Debt Expense Comparison
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Bad Debt as a percentage of Revenue
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We Energies Residential and Commercial
Bad Debt Breakdown

Bad Debt Expense ($,000s) Bad Debt Exp as % of Revenues
$70,000 1.80%

$60,000 1.60%

1.40%

$50,000

1.20%

$40,000 1.00% A

$30,000 0.80% -

Thousands

0.60% -
$20,000

0.40% -

$10,000
0.20% -+

$0 A 0.00% -+
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

B Commercial BResidential B Commercial B Residential
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Wisconsin Electric — Gas and Wisconsin Gas
Residential Bad Debt Breakdown

Bad Debt Expense (thousands) Percent of Revenue

$30,000 6.00%

$25,000 5.00% l///////
$20,000 4.00%

_

$15,000 - 3.00%
$10,000 - 2.00%
$5,000 - 1.00%
$0 - 0.00% T T T T
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
B WG BWEPCO-Gas — WG —WEPCO—GaS‘
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More Uncertainty

$20,000 9,000
$18,000 - 8,000
$16,000 / 7000
$14,000 / 6000
wn )
T $12,000
= - - 5,000
& $10,000
> L 4,000
o $8,000
= $6,000 - 3,000
$4,000 - 2,000
$2,000 L 1,000
$0 - T T T -0
2006 2007 2008 2009

B Dollars — Number of Bankruptcies c
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How does We Energies manage escrow
accounting and bad debts?

m Escrow accounting is done by the Accounting
group.
m Operations manage accounts receivable as if
there was no bad debt escrow accounting:
m Weekly Operations meetings
m Weekly Executive updates
m Quarterly Office of the Chairman updates

m Quarterly Board of Directors updates

14




The Disconnects...
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The Calls...
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Pay Plans....

Number
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e

Legal actions...

Number
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Moratorium....
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Collection agencies....
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Continuous Improvement....

1. Developed concept of minimum payment option in 2005,
which allows a customer who has an active disconnection
notice to pay a pre-determined percentage of arrears
(between 30-60%) to avoid disconnection for that month
(please note that pay plan down payments start at 60%).
The customer still pays late payment charges and any
applicable negative credit bureau reporting. The concept is
now being used by other utilities in the state.

2. Leveraged Nexidia (voice analytics tool) to review large
volumes of telecollections calls and identify opportunities
and implement operational tactics to reduce call time. As a
result of the changes, we reduced the average handle time
of a telecollections call by 15% and increased throughput
(or the number of calls taken) by 18% from 2008 to 2009.

e

R

21

Continuous Improvement....

3. MNP deposit warning letters (gives customers
information upfront about how to avoid a deposit being
assessed to their account).

4. Pursue our right to adequate assurance deposits on
all eligible bankruptcies filed.

5. Moved threshold in 2010 from greater than 61 days in
arrears to greater than 31 days, resulting in a
disconnection notices being sent on arrears a month
younger than they were historically.

6. Placed a limit on the number of pay plans offered to a
customer prior to disconnection.

7. Aligned 21 day extension guidelines with that of code
to decrease the number of unwarranted extensions. _gm.
N’ g

g
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Continuous Improvement....

8. Automated re-read investigations orders to
quickly identify possible theft shortly after self
reconnection occurs.

9. Resource planning to ensure disconnection
orders are worked thereby eliminating
disconnection notification as in idle threat.

10. Escalated NSF process to pursue customers
that use an NSF check to avoid disconnection
or to have service reconnected.

Y s

S

23

Summary

m Escrow is used for areas of uncertainty.

m We Energies service territory is unique
with the economic characteristics that
creates uncertainty.

= We Energies operation are managed
aggressively as if no escrow accounting
existed.

[ WE
.
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' WISCONSIN
WEATHERIZATION PROGRAM

www.homeenergyplus.wi.gov

OVERVIEW
Low Income Task Force
~ November 2010
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Wisconsin Weatherization Assistance Program
Funding Components

* Department of Energy (DOE) Weatherization
Program

* Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program
(LIHEAP) Federal Block Grant (15% by statute)

e State Low Income Public Benefits Funds

—_————————————— [P ENEr gy +



Wisconsin Weatherization Assistance
Program

22 Contracts
21 Local Grantees

$227,529,564 Million Allocated to Local Grantees July 1,
2009- June 30, 2011

$76,388,567 Million Allocated to Local Grantees July 1,
2008- June 30, 2009 |

10,610 Homes weatherized using ARRA funds since July
1, 2009- Sept. 30, 2010

liomeenergy+



Frequently Installed WX Measures

Energy Efficient Lighting Upgrade
Hot Water Conservation Measures

Air Sealing

Energy Efficient Heating System Modifications
(not replacement)

Attic Insulation

lomeenergy+



Wisconsin Weatherization Assistance Program
Grantee Allocation Comparison SFY 2006 - 2011 (partial)

$250
4
S
= $200 ||
$150 -
$100 L
$50 -
50 i J
SFY 06 SFY 07 SFY 08 SFY 09 *SFY 10 & 11
DOE $8,628,093 $7,974,471 $6,633,483 $6,995,009 $19,195,728
H Energy Assistance $11,647,859 $15,184,886 $11,550,777 $24,335,080 $26,010,523
O Public Benefits $35,105,609 $38,530,986 $46,521,372 $45,058,478 $72,668,121
H ARRA $109,655,192
O Total $55,381,561 $61,690,343 $64,705,632 $76,388,567 $227,529,564

liomeenergy+




Thousands
»

Household Units
And
Average Cost
=)

Wisconsin Weatherization Assistance Program
Current Household Unit Production State Fiscal Years 2006 - 2011 (partial)

SFY 06

SFY 07

SFY 08

SFY 09

*SFY 10 & 11

O Unit Count

8,833

9,223

9,783

8,599

16,032

Average Cost

$6,248

$6,699

$6,591

$9,185

$8,147

lomeenergy+




Wizconyin Weatherizstion Axsistance Progmen (WisWARY
Mon-UtBA nad ARRS Plumreed Cantrect Units v Actual Froduction

Suly 1, 20090 September 30, 2010

Non ARRA Urits ARRA Uritz Total Units
Crnntee Nuwme Planncd  Completed mmplneal M i Compieted  %Complesed] P Completed  %Completed
ADVOCAP, Inc. 203 5 ] a3s 287 B6% 8 512 TO%
Ashilamd Co. Husing Autherivy 268 T ™y 70 5ay 115% 738 709 max|
CAP Services, Imc. 207 m 8% s 30 20% S5BS 523 |
(Central W Communiity Actinn Couneit 184 243 130% 338 284 3% 572 527 o92%|
iHartford Comm Developement Authority 133 s % s b1 106% S08 396 oruf
Arianhead Cammaunity Action Ageney 235 Sz LTS 282 553 112% Fred 786 208%]|
L Cara e Experarira 530 463 BT% 853 603 63% 1,483 1,DE6 Faul
La Caxa diz Esprranza - MIDW 507 aua o Be%| 1346 869 5% 1,853 1313 TE%|
NEWGAP, L. 467 474 101% gs1 9zd 5% 1,448 1802 o7%|
Morth Central CAP, tnc. 310 78 5% EOD 534 7% D1g 798 B3|
Partrers Far Cammunitg Deu. 221 184 L7 46D a7 0% 681 581 100% |
Preiject Home, e 555 454 2% 105E 84z B0% 1,643 1,296 an|
BeGime K mosha GAA s 226 4% 545 423 ey E93 789 ek
Focic/Walwnrth Soomm. Actiun 251 208 T 455 432 5% 716 634 ao%|
Social Developrment Commission a5 s 9R% 1315 1243 5% 1,740 1661 95%]|
Southwesterm Wiscamsirn DAR 156 137 BRY% 278 ZBE 03N 434 423 g7%|
”.I'e:‘l&l:nnhnn Semwiies -OCHA 152 136 205 266 126 BSY 18 362 a'.ru'|
Wext Certral Winmegin CAP 159 281 TH5% 540 307 ST% o9 588 65%|
Weeztern Dairgdand BOE bnc 227 170 7% 456 225 a3%| 683 506 37%]
Wisransin Coulies GAP 8 22t TI% 5B as #%|  Lose 686 E5%|
[Woanen's Employrvent Project _ ] a2 3% 128 136 206%| 177 178 W%]
£ ppstacin Uthen Srchitects, ne. {DOA Muttifarendhy) nfa n/a % 52 52 100%| 52 52 1200% |
Mudrovich Architaces (D06 Multifmily} nfa nfa o 54 54 100%| 54 54 i
] 6,203 A2 o i1 610 a4%| 18887 15,032 5%
D Pl Rl e Sounta: WEWAP
Plormat: Corrct to dolz numiber of uniks planned Lo be ¢ st 1010
Completedt Combract ba dirbe nember Hmﬁummﬂm lmntl:uf.
Mube: DDA MU Tamily ik ane not planned by monkh, buk mther e the e of et My, planned units e g wthe unit tetal.

Mlllﬂﬂﬂﬂfﬂ]:l'



# Weatherization Service Providers
"4

MR 1. ADVOCAR Inc,
Hl 2. Ashiand County Housing Authority
- 3, Rock/alworth Community Action
& 4, CAP Services, Inc.
ik | 8, Central Wisconsin CAC, Inc.
6, Partners for Community Devetopment
[ 777 8, Hartford Community Development Author
- 9, Indianhead Community Action Agency
Il 10. La Casa de Esperanza
i 13, NEWCAR, Inc.
[ - ] 14, North Central CAP, Inc.
[ ] 15, Outagamie Courty Housing Authority
- 16, Project Home
[ 7717, Racine/Kenosha CAA
18, Southwestern Wisconsin CAFP
' 20, West Central Wisconsin CAP
- 21, Western Dairyland ECC
- 22, Wisconsin Coulee CAP
f5 23, Wornen's Employment Project
IR 24, La Casa de Esperanza
R 25, social Development Commission

I




. Phene -

2 Bmail Address

- INan

HADVOCAP Inc Steve Williams Program Director (920} 426-0150 x3265 stevew@advocap.org

2lAshland Co Housing Authority Neil Deering Program Director (715) 274-8311 neildeering@centurytel.net

3{Comm Action Rock/Walworth John Livick Program Manager (608) 359-1122 jlivick@community-acton.org

4/CAP Serviges Ing Tom Loomis Program Director 715) 343-7143 tloomis@capmail.org

5iCentral Wisconsin CAC Inc. Chris Utley Program Director (608) 254-8353 x237 chris@cwcac.org

6|Partners For Comm Dev Inc Daniel Wolf Program Director (920) 459-9881 x108 dan.wolf@partnersded.com

8Hartford Comm Dev Auth Tim Clarenbach Program Director {262) 673-8215 tclarenbach@ci.hartford wi.us

9(Indianhead CAA Sally Schrader Program Director (715} 532-5594 x155 sallys@indianheadcaa.org
10/La Casa de Esperanza Inc Gary Gorlen Program Director (262} 522-4062 georlen@lacasadeesperanza.org
13INEWCAP Inc David Templeton Program Director (920) 834-4621 x1130 davetempleton@newcap.org
14|North Central CAP Inc Pamela Glynn Program Director (715) 424-2581 pamnccap@solarns.net
15|Weatherization Services Hoss Hosmer Program Director (920) 731-7566 hhosmer@outagamiehousing.us
16{Project Home Inc anis Reek Program Director (608} 246-3737 x2101 janr@projecthomewi.org
17|Racine/Kenosha CAA Larry Stickney Program Director 262) 898-8039 x223 Istickney@rkcaa.org
185SW WI CAP Phyllis Novinskie Program Director (608) 943-6909 x223 p.novinskie@swcap.org
20iWest CAP Kermneth Peterson Program Director (715) 265-4271 x325 kpeterson@wcap.org
21[Western Dairyland EQC Inc Michael Canaday Program Director (715) 985-2391 x221 mecanaday@westerndairyland.org
22|Couleecap Inc Lee Hoss Program Manager {608 606-0258 leor.hoss@couleecap.org
23[Womens Employment Project Ince Chris Chase Program Manager (920) 743-7273 x118 cchase@wepinc.org
24|La Casa De Esperanza (City of Milwaukee} Gary Gorlen Program Director {262) 522-4062 goorlen@lacasadeesperanza.org
25/Social Development Commission James Gambon [Program Director (414) 344-901.0 x1702 igambon@cr-sde.org

ﬂﬂﬂlﬂﬂllﬂl‘ﬂ]-g"




Susan Brown

Deputy Administrator

WI Dept. of Admin.-Division of Energy Services
101 E. Wilson St. 6 floor

PO Box 7868

Madison, WI 53707-7868

(608) 266-2035
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LOW-INCOME TASK FORCE -~ NOVEMBER 2010

v the leading object of government is to lift artificial weights from all shoulders ... to
afford all, an unfettered start, and a fair chance, in the race of life.”
Abraham Lincoin |
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- OVER 6.2 MKMLEZ@N HOMES WEATHERIZED

° AVERAGE OF 30.5 Mbtu OF ENERGY PER HOUSEHOLD
SAVED; 23% REDUCTION

» LOW-INCOME FAMILIES SAVE ANNUALLY AN
AVERAGE OF $350 IN ENERGY COSTS

- EVERY $1 INVESTED RETURNS $2.73 IN RELATED
BENEFITS

- REDUCES NATIONAL ENERGY DEMAND BY

EQUIVALENT OF 18 MILLION BARRELS OF OIL PER
YEAR

.7,V



Bob Jones

Public Policy Director

WISCAP

1310 Mendota Street, Suite #1077
Madison, Wisconsin 533714
608.244.0466

bjones@wiscap.org
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. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In September of 2010, a task force, consisting of We Energies employees, Public Service Commission of
Wisconsin staff, and community agency stakeholders, was convened to evaluate the challenge of the Public
Service Commission’s decision to end the We Energies Low Income Pilot (LIP), which has helped thousands of
low-income Milwaukee and Waukesha County customers move towards self-sufficiency.

There are four essential issues that low-income energy assistance programs target: customer payments,
customer arrearages, customer usage, and disconnects.

A survey of energy assistance programs around the country reveals that there are several policy approaches to
each issue. Governments (federal, state, and local) provide shutoff moratoriums, bill assistance, loans,
weatherization programs, emergency relief/assistance, tax rebates and credits, homelessness prevention
programs, and establish funds to provide financial assistance to individuals and organizations. Utilities provide
in-home audits and weatherization, bill assistance, bill credits and discounts, and education programs; accept
donations (from customers, shareholders, employees and private sources) to establish funds for assistance
efforts; match donations to funds; and create holistic programs (like the We Energies Low Income Pilot).
Community organizations, and partnerships of governments, utilities, and community organizations, offer
varying levels of the types of assistance programs.

A case study of the American Community Survey’s five poorest cities in America (Detroit, Cleveland, Buffalo,
Milwaukee and St. Louis) reveals that low-income Milwaukeeans must rely more on the utility for assistance
than the other assistance sources. A comparable level of service is available in Buffalo and St. Louis, with
Milwaukee exhibiting a higher level of community assistance in part because of the LIP’s partnership with
community service agencies. In Cleveland, the state provides a percentage of income payment plan (PIPP),
which allows the other sources to provide a low level of assistance. In Detroit, the level of assistance available
from any source is lackluster. When compared to the other cities, the level of service available to Milwaukee’s
low-income population receives a high rating.

Best practices in the energy assistance field should influence the program and components proposed by the Task
Force. There is no single “best program,” but there is a collection of good ideas that could be melded together
to form a “best program.” The Task Force should propose a modified LIP that preserves the components of the
LIP that are sound (forgiveness tied to payments, require participants to receive LIHEAP), and continues
community agency involvement, follows state LIHEAP eligibility criteria, provides initial in-home audits (with
a weatherization component), continues the education component (but pilot different types of education),
drastically expands enrollment cap and potentially the enroliment period as pragmatic, and includes enrolling
participants in other assistance programs available to them.

Additionally, the Task Force must be aware of the Public Service Commission’s concerns, and be ready with a
stopgap measure if the proposal is rejected. The Task Force stakeholders should also continue its open dialogue
(perhaps a monthly meeting) about the program that is created and other needs of the Milwaukee-area at-risk
population. The stakeholders should explore encouraging and facilitating legislative fixes to improve the
situation of the Milwaukee-area at-risk population. The Task Force should also consider proposing a permanent
program that has some components as pilots. It should be prepared to justify every piece of the program.

There is no discernable best practice to comprehensively address the energy needs of at-risk populations.
Outside of the Task Force’s mission, another dialogue should begin about creating a comprehensive program
with a tailored approach that includes an enrollment system that enrolls participants in all public assistance
programs for which they qualify, evaluates the needs of the participants with an in-home approach, and provides
the benefits that will be useful to the participant from a benefits matrix administered by the government,
utilities, and community organizations.



1. INTRODUCTION

For four years, We Energies has operated an arrearage forgiveness and bill-payment pilot program, the Low
Income Pilot (LIP). The LIP has allowed thousands of low-income Milwaukee area customers to afford and
continue having WE Energies services. To accomplish this, the LIP includes discounted billing, arrears
forgiveness, allowance for limited payment failure, energy and personal finance education, and case
management when households fail to fulfill requirements.

On April 15, 2011, the LIP will end as it exists today. The education components of the program were ordered
to end immediately, and a task force has been convened to “Evaluate issues related to the ability of low income
residents to stay connected and to pay their energy bills; Develop recommendations to address these issues;
Propose the recommendations to the PSC for approval to move forward; and, Develop an action plan to carry
out approved recommendations.”®

Many of the stakeholders use the term “energy assistance” to refer to the federal Low-Income Home Energy
Assistance Program (LIHEAP). However, in the context of this report, the term “energy assistance” refers
generally to the programs that provide help of any kind to low-income and other at-risk populations.

Among these programs are a variety of approaches to the four issues that face low-income and other at-risk We
Energies customers: payments, arrearages, usage, and disconnects.

Before the Low Income Task Force and We Energies make proposals to the Public Service Commission of
Wisconsin, it is imperative that members of Task Force consider the policy developments in other states and the
innovative body of knowledge from academia and think tanks on how to address the energy needs of low-
income populations. This report presents and analyzes the alternative solutions already in practice in other
states, studies the lot of low-income assistance programs in America’s five poorest cities, and examines
proposals and best practices from academia and energy think tanks.

b | etter to Stakeholders from Shafer and Shenot, 9/21/2010



2. RESEARCH METHOD AND SOURCES

The preparation of this report relied on first-person interviews and correspondence with energy policy experts
and a review of energy assistance literature. Wherever possible, this report quotes and cites the original source.
Frequently cited sources include:

e The LIHEAP Clearinghouse (http://liheap.ncat.org), which maintains a database of energy assistance
programs. The LIHEAP Clearinghouse is operated by the National Center for Appropriate Technology
(NCAT), which is funded by a training and technical assistance contract from the U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services (HHS).

e The Edison Electric Institute (http://www.eei.org), which is an association of shareholder-owned electric
companies, operates a database of utility programs for low-income customers.

e The Applied Public Policy Research Institute for Study and Evaluation (http://www.appriseinc.org),
which specializes in energy policy.

e The National Low Income Energy Consortium (http://nliec.org/)

e The National Energy and Utility Affordability Conferences from 2008-2010 (http://www.neuac.org).

Full citations can be found in the footnotes throughout the report.



3. TYPES OF PROGRAMS

Governments, utilities, community organizations and partnerships of the above have created a myriad of
programs to address the issue of low-income energy customers (payments, arrearages and usage).’

3.1 - GOVERNMENT PROGRAMS

State and municipal governments have created multiple methods of addressing the issue of low-income energy
customers as supplements and compliments to the federally funded state-operated LIHEAP programs. Some
states have mandated that utilities have bill assistance programs, while others have established them as
government programs. Many states, including Wisconsin, have established shutoff moratoriums that vary by
date and outdoor temperature. States have also created state weatherization programs, and have established
loan programs and energy assistance funds. Finally, some states have also used general assistance funds for
low-income energy assistance, mandated that utilities provide discounts to customers with disabilities and the
elderly.

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT PROGRAMS

LIHEAP

According to the Congressional Research Service, “The Low Income Home Energy Assistance program
(LIHEAP), established in 1981 as part of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act (P.L. 97-35), is a block grant
program under which the federal government makes annual grants to states, tribes, and territories to operate
home energy assistance programs for low-income households. The LIHEAP statute authorizes two types of
funds: regular funds, which are allocated to all states using a statutory formula, and emergency contingency
funds, which are allocated to one or more states at the discretion of the Administration in cases of emergency as
defined by the LIHEAP statute. States may use LIHEAP funds to help households pay for heating and cooling
costs, for crisis assistance, weatherization assistance, and services (such as counseling) to reduce the need for
energy assistance. According to the most recent data available from the Department of Health and Human
Services (HHS), in FY2006, 49.6% of funds went to pay for heating assistance, 3.6% of funds was used for
cooling aid, 17.8% of funds went to crisis assistance, and 10.0% was used for weatherization. The LIHEAP
statute establishes federal eligibility for households with incomes at or below 150% of poverty or 60% of state
median income, whichever is higher, although states may set lower limits. However, in both the FY2009 and
FY2010 appropriations acts, Congress gave states the authority to raise their LIHEAP eligibility standards to
75% of state median income. In FY2008, the most recent year for which HHS data are available, an estimated
33.5 million households were eligible for LIHEAP under the federal statutory guidelines. According to HHS,
5.4 million households received heating or winter crisis assistance and approximately 600,000 households
received cooling assistance that same year.”® The disparity between the number of households eligible and the
number of households receiving aid begs the question of whether increasing LIHEAP amounts would decrease
the demand for other energy assistance programs.

Weatherization

According to the United States Department of Energy, “The Weatherization Assistance Program (WAP) enables
low-income families to permanently reduce their energy bills by making their homes more energy efficient.
Funds are used to improve the energy performance of dwellings of needy families using the most advanced
technologies and testing protocols available in the housing industry. The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE)
provides funding to states, U.S. overseas territories, and Indian tribal governments, which manage the day-to-
day details of the program. These governments, in turn, fund a network of local community action agencies,

" This section should not be treated as a comprehensive list of low-income energy assistance programs. It represents a survey of low-
income energy assistance programs included in the Edison Energy Institute, the LIHEAP Clearinghouse databases, and other sources.
8 Perl, Libby. “The Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP): Program and Funding.” Congressional Research
Service. 28 September 2010.



nonprofit organizations, and local governments that provide these weatherization services in every state, the
District of Columbia, U.S. territories, and among Native American tribes. The energy conservation resulting
from these efforts of state and local agencies helps our country reduce its dependence on foreign oil and
decrease the cost of energy for families in need while improving the health and safety of their homes. During
the past 33 years, WAP has provided weatherization services to more than 6.4 million low-income households.
Families receiving weatherization services see their annual energy bills reduced by an average of about $437,
depending on fuel prices. Because the energy improvements that make up weatherization services are long
lived, the savings add up over time to substantial benefits for weatherization clients and their communities, and
the nation as a whole.”®

Loans

The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) offers a loan program “to very low-income rural
residents who own and occupy a dwelling in need of repairs. Funds are available for repairs to improve or
modernize a home, or to remove health and safety hazards. This loan is a 1% loan that may be repaid over a 20-
year period.” Loan amounts go up to $20,000. States also offers supplementary grants for the same purposes,
which can be combined with other state loans.™

Table 3-1 below shows whether federal programs address the four policy problems.

Table 3-1.
Federal Programs | Payments | Arrearages | Usage | Shutoff
LIHEAP X
WAP X X
Loans X X

STATE GOVERNMENT PROGRAMS

States obviously vary in the type and level of assistance offered to low-income residents. This is due to many
factors including the political viability of state-established energy assistance programs, geography and climate,
state laws, and regulatory policies.

States that Require Utilities to Offer a Bill Assistance Program

The State of Connecticut requires all public gas utilities to operate an arrearage forgiveness program for
customers with arrears of $100 or more that are more than 60 days overdue, income of less than 200% of the
federal poverty level, and have at least $25 of their bill paid by LIHEAP or other assistance programs.

California’s Alternate Rates for Energy (CARE) “provides eligible, low-income customers a 20 percent rate
discount on their electric and natural gas bills. A rate surcharge paid by all other utility customers funds the
CARE program.”*!

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania has mandated that utilities operate Customer Assistance Programs (CAP).
“These utility programs help low-income, payment-troubled customers retain service by giving them affordable
payments. Enrollment in CAP allows customers to make regular monthly payments, which may be for an
amount that is less than the current bill for utility service. Household size and gross household income generally
determine the size of any discount. Customer Assistance Programs are funded through residential rate

® “\Weatherization Assistance Program.” U.S. Department of Energy. <http://wwwZ1.eere.energy.gov/wip/wap.html>
19 “Rural Development Housing & Community Facilities Programs.” USDA
<http://lwww.rurdev.usda.gov/rhs/sfh/brief_repairloan.htm>

1 «Natural Gas Information Toolkit.” National Regulatory Research Institute. 2008.



surcharges.”*?

The state of Maine requires transmission and distribution utilities to create and maintain a Low-Income
Assistance Program (LIAP). The Maine State Housing Authority oversees the statewide plan and the LIAPs.
Maine’s utilities generally partner with community action agencies to administer the programs.*®

Bill Assistance Program Established By State Government

Both Ohio and Illinois have established Percentage of Income Payment Plans (PIPP) that allow customers to
pay only a percentage of their income towards utility bills. These programs target benefits to a level of need,
but utilities critique these programs because they separate the user from his or her usage.

Ohio has established a PIPP to help people with low incomes afford utilities. “Under PIPP, if you heat with
gas, you pay ten percent of your monthly household income to your gas company and five percent to your
electric company. (If your monthly household income is at or below fifty (50%) percent of the Federal Poverty
level, most PIPP customers will pay three percent instead of five percent for the secondary source of heat.) If
your utility company provides both gas and electric, or if you heat with electricity, you pay fifteen percent of
your monthly household income. The community action agency or utility company will inform you of your
PIPP amount. [...] To be eligible for the PIPP program, a customer must receive his or her primary or
secondary heat source from a company regulated by the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio (PUCO), must
have a total household income which is at or below 150% of the federal poverty level, and must apply for all
energy assistance programs for which he or she is eligible.”*

In 2009, Illinois established a PIPP as well. The program also capped what low-income customers pay to
utilities at 6% of their incomes. Participation is open to households below 150% of Federal Poverty Level. The
program also includes an arrearage reduction component, wherein customers are given credits towards past
debts for PIPP payments.®

During Michigan’s shutoff moratorium, the Winter Protection plan allows eligible customers (65 or older,
receive Michigan Family Independence Agency cash assistance, or receive Food Stamps or Medicaid, or have a
household income at or below 150% of poverty level) can “make monthly payments of at least 7% of their
estimated annual bill, along with a portion of any past-due amount, December through March, and avoid shut-
off during that time even if their bills are higher. Eligible senior citizens participating in Winter Protection are
not required to make specific monthly payments between December 1 and March 31, but are encouraged to do
so to avoid higher bills when the protection period ends. At the end of the protection period, both low-income
and senior citizens taking part in the plan must pay off any money owed in installments between April and
November.”*” This program is a modified PIPP.

The state of Maryland operates the Electric Universal Service Program (EUSP). The program “is a ratepayer-
funded program that provides electric bill payment and arrearage retirement assistance to households earning
less than 175 percent of federal poverty guidelines. Operated in coordination with the Maryland LIHEAP,
during FY 2007 the program spent about $46 million (including state funds) providing bill payment and
arrearage assistance to over 84,000 households. Among the conclusions of the evaluation: 1. The program is

12 “Natural Gas Information Toolkit.” National Regulatory Research Institute. 2008.

3 “Energy Assistance Programs.” Maine Department of Housing. <

http://www.mainehousing.org/ENERGY Programs.aspx?oProgramCategory=4>

Y “Maine,” LIHEAP Clearinghouse, <http://liheap.ncat.org/profiles/Maine.htm>

5 “Home Energy Assistance Program,” Ohio Department of Community Development,
<http://www.development.ohio.gov/community/ocs/pip.htm>, Accessed 11/10/2010.

16 «[llinois Governor Signs PIPP Legislation.” Press Release. 10 July 2009. <http:/liheap.ncat.org/news/july09/pipp.htm

7 “\Winter Protection Plan,” Michigan Public Service Commission, <http://www.michigan.gov/mpsc/0,1607,7-159-16368_27179-
78777--,00.html>



reaching and helping households with some of the most severe needs. 2. New or recent participants in the
program don’t exhibit improved bill payment behaviors and probably can’t respond with improved bill payment
behaviors in the short term because they have other substantial needs. 3. Participants continuing in the program
show improvements in bill payment behavior. The annual growth in eligible applicants served since 2001 is 48
percent. High participant satisfaction was shown with the budget billing and arrearage component of the
program as well as with the application process. Among recommendations for improvements, the evaluation
said program administrators should explore ways to increase program retention of eligible households from year
to year anclj8strengthen program processes that will improve the equitable distribution of EUSP benefits across
the state.”

In 1999, the Oregon Legislature created the Oregon Energy Assistance Program (OEAP) to help low-income
utility customers “...for the purpose of providing low-income bill payment and crisis assistance, including
programs that effectively reduce service disconnections and related costs to retail electricity consumers and
electric utilities. Priority assistance shall be directed to low-income electricity consumers who are in danger of
having their electricity service disconnected.” In 2006, the program served more than 66,000 clients in 29 of
Oregon’s 36 counties. The program is open to households at or below 60% of Oregon’s median household
income. It provides energy assistance payments and partners with other organizations to provide services that
help move households towards self-sufficiency.*®

Shutoff Moratoriums

According to an evaluation of states’ policies regarding shutoffs, the District of Columbia and 17 states do not
have date-based shutoff moratoriums: AL, AK, AR, CA, CO, DC, FL, HI, KY, LA, NV, ND, OR, SC, TN, TX,
and VA. Of the 36 states that do have date-based shutoff moratoriums, the moratoriums encompass some
portion of the winter months from October to April. New York has a moratorium only for the two-week period
encompassing the Christmas and New Year holidays.

Thirty-one states have no temperature-based moratorium: AK, CA, CO, CT, FL, HI, ID, IN, KY, LA, ME, MD,
MA, MI, MS, NE, NV, NH, NM, NY, NC, ND, OH, OR, PA, SD, UT, VT, VA, WA, and WV. The remaining
states that do have temperature-based moratoriums often disallow shutoffs when the temperature is below 32°F
or above 95°F or when a heat advisory or warning is in effect.

Eleven states have no shutoff moratorium: AK (except for ill and people with disabilities), CA, CO, FL, HI,
KY, LA, NV, ND, OR and VA.?® See Appendix A for a full table of shutoff moratorium information.

Ohio has a Winter Reconnect Order, which allows customers with disconnected electricity or the threat of a
disconnection to pay $175 and a reconnection fee of no more than $36 to restore or maintain service.*

See Appendix A for the LIHEAP Clearinghouse’s table of shutoff policies by state.

Weatherization and Energy Efficiency

In Nevada, “In August 2001, a Universal Energy Charge (UEC) was imposed on customers of electric and gas
utilities to pay for low-income energy programs. About $10 million is raised annually with 75% to be
distributed through the state LIHEAP agency to supplement LIHEAP; and 25% through the state weatherization

18 “Maryland EUSP Evaluation Released,” LIHEAP Clearinghouse, < http://liheap.ncat.org/news/sept07/MD.htm> Accessed
11/10/2010.

9 «“Oregon Energy Assistance Program Report,” 12/31/2008,
<http://www.oregon.gov/OHCS/CRD/SOS/docs/OEAPANnualReportCurrent.pdf>

20 «Seasonal Termination Protection Regulations,” LIHEAP Clearinghouse, 11/10/2010,
<http://liheap.ncat.org/Disconnect/SeasonalDisconnect.htm>

2L “\Winter Reconnect Order,” Ohio Public Utilities Commission,
<http://www.puco.ohio.gov/PUCO/Consumer/Information.cfm?id=10159>



agency for low-income energy efficiency.”?? The $0.00039 per kWh charge is applied to every utility customer
bill, with limited exceptions.

In Vermont, “Efficiency Vermont is the nation’s first ratepayer-funded energy efficiency utility providing
energy efficiency services statewide. Efficiency Vermont provides technical assistance and financial incentives
to help Vermont households and businesses reduce their energy costs with energy-efficient equipment and
lighting. Efficiency Vermont also provides energy-efficient approaches to construction and renovation. We are
operated by a private nonprofit organization, the Vermont Energy Investment Corporation, under contract to the
Vermont Public Service Board.” “In 1999, the Vermont Legislature passed a law creating the energy efficiency
utility. In 2000, Efficiency Vermont began to deliver services designed to help Vermonters save energy, reduce
energy costs, and protect Vermont's environment. Beginning in 2000, most Vermont electric utilities (except
Burlington Electric Department) stopped providing energy efficiency services, enabling all Vermonters to
receive a uniform and comprehensive set of services.” The program is funded by “[a]n energy efficiency charge
on ratepayers' electric bills provides the funds for delivery of energy efficiency services in Vermont. Before
Efficiency Vermont was created, the energy efficiency charge was used to pay for energy efficiency services
formerly provided by each ratepayer's electric utility. The charge on Burlington Electric Department (BED)
customers' bills still pays for the energy efficiency services BED provides.” “Since 2000, when Efficiency
Vermont was established, the cumulative lifetime economic value of efficiency investments in Vermont has
totaled more than $643 million. The continuing savings in electricity, fossil fuel, and water help to decrease the
rise in the cost of living and doing business in the Green Mountain State. Vermonters share the benefits of
Efficiency Vermont's work. If ratepayers are using less energy, utilities don't have to buy as much power from
power planztss. So ratepayers' electric bills are likely to be less than they would be without energy-efficient
practices.”

In 1999, the State of Oregon established the Public Purpose Charge on utility bills. Twelve percent (about $7.5
million annually) of the charge is dedicated to weatherization. Portions of the charge are also dedicated to
building public housing.

“As part of Ohio's electric industry restructuring act, a Universal Service Fund (USF) was established to serve
low-income residents who have high electricity usage. The USF's Electric Partnership Program (EPP) is
designed to improve the electric efficiency of low-income households who participate in PIPP (Percentage of
Income Payment Plan) by performing in-home audits and installing appropriate electric base load and thermal
energy efficiency measures. Consumer education that helps PIPP participants get the most benefit from their
electricity while learning ways to lower the amount they use is an integral part of the service delivery to every
household. [...]The USF EPP is composed of two types of programs:

1) A base load efficiency program which audits lighting, appliances, and all other uses of electricity not

related to heating, and installs appropriate measures; and,

2) A weatherization program for those who heat with electricity and who have moderate to high usage.

This program adds insulation, performs heating system inspections, and addresses health and safety

measures.”?

Pennsylvania requires the state’s 15 major gas and electric utilities to participate in the Low Income Usage
Reduction Program (LIURP). The utilities “participate in LIURP with a pre-restructuring funding level of
about 2/10 of one percent of each utility’s total revenues. LIURP includes an education component that
addresses energy savings, regular bill payment behavior and provides application assistance.”®® “LIURP helps

“Nevada,” LIHEAP Clearinghouse, <http://liheap.ncat.org/profiles/Nevada.htm>

“About Us.” Energy Efficiency Vermont. <http://www.efficiencyvermont.com/pages/Common/AboutUs/>

“Electric Partnership Program,” Ohio Department of Development, <http://www.development.ohio.gov/community/ocs/epp.htm>
“Pennsylvania,” LIHEAP Clearinghouse, <http://liheap.ncat.org/profiles/Pennsylvania.htm>



low-income residential customers lower the amount of electricity or natural gas used each month. Typically, the
company may install energy saving features in your home to help reduce bills.”*®

Emergency Relief
Several northern states have emergency assistance funding available for low-income households.

Michigan offers State Emergency Relief (SER) to immediately help “individuals and families facing
conditions of extreme hardship or for emergencies that threaten health and safety. It's designed to maintain low-
income households normally able to meet their needs, but that occasionally need help when unexpected
emergencies arise.”?’

Indiana is required by an 1894 law to provide “poor relief,” which generally includes utility bill assistance.
Indiana’s townships oversee the funds. However, there are significant questions about the efficacy of this
system. The Indianapolis Star found “Administrative costs are excessive, reducing the amount of taxpayer
money available to the poor; and eligibility requirements are so inconsistent that whether someone receives aid
often depends more on where they live than on how badly they need assistance.”?®

In New Hampshire, local property taxes pay for local welfare offices that provide emergency assistance for
utility bills. Most local welfare offices provide vouchers directly to the vendor to cover needs.?®

The state of Vermont operates a general assistance fund that helps low-income people receive emergency
assistance, including assistance with utility bills.*

Tax Rebates and Credits

Many states provide tax rebates and credits to residents who are elderly or have disabilities. If you are a
Colorado resident “at least 65 years old, or a surviving spouse at least 58 years old, or disabled for all of [the
year], regardless of age; AND you are a single person with income less than $12,102, or a married couple with
income of less than $15,864, you may qualify for a property tax / rent / heat rebate.”®! The rebate covers the
cost of property taxes, heat, and rent. In 2008, the rebate was up to $600 of property tax paid, and up to $192
for heating expenses.®* Michigan allocates a portion of its LIHEAP funding to a home heating tax credit that
helps low-income households afford heating their homes.** Wyoming provides a tax rebate to seniors and
people with disabilities for up to $600.*

Discounts

A few states require utilities to provide discounts to low-income customers. In Massachusetts, state law
requires utilities to offer discounts of 20 to 42%. Households earning less than 175% of the federal poverty
guidelines or participating in a means-tested public assistance program are eligible to participate. Minnesota

26 «|_|URP,” Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, <http://www:.puc.state.pa.us/general/consumer_ed/energy_asst_progs.aspx>

2T «Applying for SER,” Michigan Energy Assistance Programs, <http://www.michigan.gov/heatingassistance/0,1607,7-215-33211-
106339--,00.htmI>

%8 Alesia, Mark. “Indiana Townships Do A Poor Job of Poor Relief.” Indianapolis Star. 22 February 2009.
<http://www.indy.com/posts/indiana-townships-do-a-poor-job-of-poor-relief>

2 City of Laconia Welfare Department. <http://www.city.laconia.nh.us/index.php/departments/welfare-inside>

% “Emergency/General Assistance in Vermont.” Vermont Department for Children and Families.
<http://dcf.vermont.gov/esd/emergency_general_assistance> Accessed 11/15/2010.

%1 «Colorado PTC Rebate.” Colorado Department of Revenue.
<http://www.colorado.gov/cs/Satellite/Revenue/REVX/1216116072809>

%2 «2008 changes to Income threshold for the PTC Rebate.” Colorado Department of Revenue. 2008. <
http://www.colorado.gov/cs/Satellite?blobcol=urldata&blobheader=application%2Fpdf&blobkey=id&blobtable=MungoBlobs&blobw
here=1251605030173&sshinary=true>

% «“Home Heating Credit.” Michigan Energy Assistance Programs. <http://www.michigan.gov/heatingassistance/0,1607,7-215-33210-
--,00.htmI>

 “\Wyoming.” LIHEAP Clearinghouse. <http:/liheap.ncat.org/profiles/Wyoming.htm>



law requires utilities with more than 200,000 customers to offer a 50% discount on the first 300kWh of low-
income households’ energy usage (applies only to Xcel Energy). *

Assistance for Seniors and People with Disabilities
Some states and utilities waive fees for seniors and people with disabilities. The state of Georgia waives
monthly service charges for seniors who own their homes and have incomes less than $12,000 annually.*

Homelessness Prevention

A few states have homelessness prevention programs that provide energy assistance to low-income residents.
Massachusetts’s Resident Assistance for Families in Transition (RAFT) program is “a state-funded
homelessness prevention program. RAFT gives short-term financial assistance to low-income families who are
homeless or at risk of becoming homeless. RAFT helps families who are behind on rent, mortgage payments, or
utility bills. RAFT also helps families who have to move but do not have enough money to pay a security
deposit, utility startup costs, or first/last month’s rent. Families can get up to $3,000. Funding is limited. Not all
eligible families get help. The Massachusetts Department of Housing and Community Development is in charge
of the RAFT program. On the local level, RAFT is run by regional non-profit housing agencies (RNPs). Each
RNP sets its own policies based on the needs of the region it serves. The RNPs coordinate their efforts with the
regional Housing Consumer Education Centers (HCECS) that provide screenings and referrals for emergency
housing assistance.”®" Households that qualify can receive up to $3,000 in assistance (including expenses
beyond utilities).

Funds
States have established funds to pay for energy assistance. Unfortunately, many of these funds are raided by
state legislatures to fund needs other than low-income energy assistance.

Texas ratepayers, who each contribute 98 cents every month to the fund via electric bills, fund the Texas
System Benefit Fund (SBF). According to watchdog groups, only 25 to 30% of the SBF reach low-income
Texans — the rest goes to reducing the state’s budget deficit. The funds that do reach low-income households
pay for cooling and energy efficiency programs.®®

In 1990, the state of Vermont established the Vermont Weatherization Trust Fund (WTF). “The WTF provides
state funding for weatherization through a one-half percent gross receipts tax on all non-transportation fuels
sold in thggstate.” The WTF supplements Department of Energy funding for the Vermont Weatherization
Program.

Illinois’s Supplemental Low-Income Energy Assistance Fund (SLEAF) is a state-administered fund that takes
in donations from individuals and organizations as well as a utility surcharge from utilities customers. The fund
pays for weatherization and bill payment assistance. Unlike other states, this fund may only be used for
assisting customers of the utilities that apply the surcharge.*’

In Kentucky, the WinterCare Fund was established in 1983 “when local Community Action Agencies and local
Utility Companies partnered up to help address the needs of low-income Kentuckians to heat their homes. The
program will help individuals, that cannot be assisted through other heating programs but demonstrate financial
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need. This innovative program also gives residential utility customers the opportunity to help low income
families simply by checking a box on their monthly bill. Currently 31 utilities and 22 community action
agencies (CAAs) serving 119 of the state's 120 counties participate in WinterCare, which is managed by the
CAC and administered by community action agencies.”*

Table 3-2 below shows the state programs and whether they address the four policy problems.

Table 3-2.

State Programs Payments | Arrearages | Usage | Shutoff
Bill Assistance Programs X X
PIPP X
Emergency Relief

Tax Rebates and Credits
Discounts

Fee Waivers

Funds

Emergency Relief
Forgiveness Programs X
Weatherization X
Energy Efficiency Programs X X
Date-Based Moratoriums X
Temperature-Based Moratoriums
Conditional Moratoriums X X X

XXX [ X[ X [ X [ X

X

MUNICIPALITY PROGRAMS

On rare occasion, municipalities have established emergency assistance programs that apply to low-income
populations’ utilities needs. Municipalities also often require municipal utilities to offer discounts to certain at-
risk populations.

Emergency Assistance

Several cities operate emergency assistance programs. The City of Chicago operates an Emergency Housing
Assistance Program (EHAP) to provide “grants to low-income homeowners to repair roofs, porches and heating
units that are in serious disrepair. Owners of 1-4 unit properties in Chicago must live on the property and have
no other means to pay for the repairs. If the property is sold within one year of the repairs, the City requires the
homeowner to repay the grant amount.” A single household is limited to $26,400 in income. The grants are
either $10,000 for a single family or 2-flat dwelling, or $12,000 for a 3 to 4-flat dwelling.*

The City of Leesburg, FL, provides $100 grants through its “Citizens Utility Relief Effort (C.U.R.E.) to assist
utility customers who are unable to pay their bill. The general purpose for granting this assistance states that the
fund may be used in the event of loss of employment or an unexpected illness or injury.”*

L «“\WinterCare.” Community Action Kentucky. <http://kaca.org/WhatWeDo/EnergyAssistance/Wintercare/tabid/426/Default.aspx>

*2 “Emergency Housing Assistance Program.” City of Chicago.
<http://egov.cityofchicago.org/city/webportal/portalContentltemAction.do?contenTypeName=COC_EDITORIAL&contentOI1D=5369
03515&topChannelName=HomePage?

8 «C.U.R.E.” Leesburg, Florida Finance Department. <http://www.leesburgflorida.gov/finance/cure.aspx>



Discounts

A few cities with public utilities offer discount programs for the elderly, and people with low incomes and
disabilities. The City of Ashland, OR, for example, makes “[u]tility discounts available to Ashland residents
over the age of 65 who qualify as low-income. They receive a 20% to 30% discount on City utilities (water,
wastewater, and electric).”*

Table 3-3 reviews whether municipality programs cover the four policy problems.

Table 3-3.
Municipality Programs | Payments | Arrearages | Usage | Shutoff
Emergency Assistance X
Discounts X

3.2-UTILITY PROGRAMS

Across the country, utilities offer programs that are similar to the Low Income Pilot (LIP), and/or offer an
additional wide array of energy assistance programs including weatherization, bill credits, discounts, education
programs, emergency relief. Some utilities have also established funds to provide direct assistance or finance
other programs.

PROGRAMS LIKE LIP

Berkshire Gas, of Western Massachusetts, operates the Residential Arrearage Management Program
(RAMP), which “provides financial assistance to eligible low-income customers with active accounts that have
outstanding bills in arrears. Under the RAMP program, eligible low-income customers may qualify for
forgiveness of past due bills for natural gas service. Program participants receive credits to their past due
account up to $3,000 [lifetime limit] once all program requirements have been met.” To be eligible, customers
must meet these requirements:

e “Must have an active natural gas account.

e Must have outstanding bills with a minimum of $300 in arrears.

e The customer of record must reside at the location where the gas service is provided.

e The combined gross annual household income must fall within 200% of the Federal Poverty Level

Guideline for the household size.”

Eligible customers must:

e “Pay down payment of up to 25% of total account balance.

e Enter into a monthly payment plan which includes:

e remaining arrears balance (if any) after RAMP benefit is applied;
e future projected gas bills for the term of the payment plan.
e Pay the monthly amount agreed to in order to receive the monthly RAMP credit.
e Apply for, and agree to participate in, all other financial assistance programs available (e.g., fuel
assistance, weatherization/conservation, etc.).”

“Failure to pay monthly amount agreed to will result in termination of the payment agreement and any
remaining RAMP benefit will be forfeited. RAMP payment plan may be reinstated if all missed payments along
with the current payments are made.”*

* «Oregon.” LIHEAP Clearinghouse. <http:/liheap.ncat.org/profiles/Oregon.htm>
** «Berkshire Gas RAMP Program.” Berkshire Gas.
<http://www.berkshiregas.com/MediaL ibrary/2/6/Content%20Management/Y ourAccount/PDFs%20and%20Docs/ramp.pdf>



Central Hudson Gas & Electric, which provides utility services on both sides of the Hudson river between
New York City and Albany (but not including those cities), runs the Powerful Opportunity Program (POP).
POP is a temporary payment assistance program designed to help eligible customers pay off their past due
balance up to any amount and stay current with future monthly budget bills. To be eligible, customers must:

“Have a past due balance of at least $100;

Pay for their own (electric/gas) heat;

Enroll in monthly Budget Billing;

Meet HEAP (Home Energy Assistance Program) income guidelines;
Have the financial ability to pay a discounted Budget Bill each month.”

The program offers customers:

“[A] discounted Budget Bill that will allow you to receive from $50 to $225 off your regular Budget Bill
each month based on your energy usage, household size and income;

“[A]n arrears forgiveness benefit that allows your past due balance to be suspended from collection
activity and paid off up to any amount over a 24-month period when you pay your discounted Budget
Bill each month;

Referral “to EmPower New York, and provided with measures to reduce energy costs.”

As a program participant, the customer must:

“Enroll in, or remain on, monthly Budget Billing;

Pay your discounted Budget Bill each month in full and on-time;

Apply for and receive a HEAP grant toward your Central Hudson account each year;
Agree to be referred to EmPower New York and accept their assistance;

Apply for assistance through various community service agencies as applicable.”

This year, AmerenUE, the utility for the St. Louis metropolitan area, began its “Keeping Current” low-income
customer pilot program. The press release announcing the program read:

“A two year pilot program designed to assist certain Union Electric Company d/b/a AmerenUE low-
income customers pay their electric bills takes effect in August. The ‘Keeping Current Low-Income
Pilot Program’ was part of an agreement reached by several parties in the last AmerenUE electric rate
case before the Public Service Commission (PSC). The Commission approved the agreement on April
14, 2010. “The Commission received testimony at several local public hearings on how difficult any
rate increase would be on low-income residential customers already faced with great economic
challenges,” said PSC Chairman Robert M. Clayton I1l. “The Commission appreciates the efforts of
those who worked to put together this pilot program which is designed to help those most in need with
their electric bills.” The pilot program provides for tiered bill credits, arrearage forgiveness and a
requirement for eligible customers to apply for available Low-Income Home Energy Assistance
Program (LIHEAP) and weatherization assistance. The program will be funded by AmerenUE
shareholders and its customers. For an AmerenUE residential customer, the program will cost $0.03 a
month. To participate in the program, an electric customer must be registered with a designated
Keeping Current Agency which includes Community Action Agencies (CAA) in AmerenUE’s electric
service area and additional social service agencies that also administer AmerenUE Dollar More energy
assistance funds. Program eligibility will be income-based and all customers whose income is at or
below 100 percent of the Federal Poverty Level (FPL) will be eligible to participate. In addition,
customers who are LIHEAP eligible at 135 percent of the FPL, who use electricity for cooling and who
are 1) elderly, 2) disabled or with a chronic medical condition, or 3) live in households with children
five years of age or younger will also be eligible to participate. The agreement approved by the
Commission was submitted by the Public Service Commission staff, the Office of the Public Counsel,
AmerenUE, the Missouri Industrial Energy Consumers, the Missouri Retailers Association and
AARP/Consumers Council. The agreement was reached after discussions among the parties following a
February 10, 2010, order from the Public Service Commission. That order directed the parties to
address concerns raised by AmerenUE’s low-income residential customers at a number of local public



hearings held by the Commission on the company’s electric rate request. AmerenUE serves
approximately 1.2 million electric customers in Missouri.”*°

PPL Electric, which serves a large portion of Eastern Pennsylvania, operates its OnTrack program, which “is
a special payment plan that offers reduced monthly payments, protection from shutoffs and debt forgiveness.
OnTrack is for residential customers who are struggling to pay their bills. It gives them a chance to earn a fresh
start. OnTrack is administered by local agencies.”’ The program “provides payment-troubled low-income
households with a reduced payment amount and debt forgiveness. The program was first piloted by PPL in 1993
in response to a Public Utility Commission (PUC) Policy Statement that developed guidelines for Customer
Assistance Programs. PPL expanded OnTrack in 1999 as part of a 1998 Settlement Agreement, and in 2004 as
part of base rate case proceedings. The annual OnTrack budget is currently $19 million.” According to a report
by APPRISE, “PPL’s Customer Services Department manages the OnTrack Program. The Customer Relations
Specialist is responsible for managing the overall program and for regulatory reporting to the PUC. There are
five Customer Programs Directors (CPDs) who oversee the implementation of OnTrack as well as the other
Universal Service Programs in their geographical areas. The CPDs work with agencies in their local areas,
providing guidance and quality control. The agencies work directly with the customers on enrollment and
recertification. PPL has a very good data management system and the ability to provide comprehensive data that
allows for program management and evaluation.” To be eligible:

e “Household income must be at or below 150% of poverty.

e The customer must be payment-troubled, defined as defaulted on one or more payment agreements in
the past 12-month period.

e The household must have a source of income.”

Benefits include:

e “Areduced electric payment, based on the household’s ability to pay.

e Waived late payment charges.

e Arrearage forgiveness, over a period of time.

e Referrals to other community programs and services.”

The payments include four options, which are calculated when the customer is enrolled to determine the best
plan for the customer:

e “Minimum Payment: This payment is equal to the estimated monthly budget amount minus the
maximum monthly CAP credit ($150/month for electric heat and $58/month for non-electric heat) plus
$60 arrearage co-payment divided by 12 months, if applicable.

e Percent of Bill Payment: This payment is the estimated annual bill times the percent of bill amount
(50%, 70%, or 80% depending on poverty level) plus $60 annual arrearage co-payment divided by 12
months.

e Percent of Income Payment: This payment is the household’s annual gross income times the percent of
income (based on poverty level and whether the customer has electric heat) plus $60 annual arrearage
co-payment divided by 12 months.

e Annualized Average Payment: This payment is the amount that the OnTrack applicant paid to PPL over
the past 12 months excluding LIHEAP. It includes crisis and hardship funds. The $60 arrearage co-
payment divided by 12 months is added to this, if applicable.”

To remain in the program, customers must:

e “Make OnTrack payments during each current billing period. After the second missed payment, the
customer is removed from OnTrack.

e Maintain historic electric consumption limits. Customers who increase their usage may have larger

% «pjlot Program to Help AmerenUE Low-Income Customers with Electric Bills.” Press Release. Missouri Public Services
Commission. <http://www.psc.mo.gov/press-releases/electric/pr-11-18-pilot-program-to-help-amerenue-low-income-customers-with-
electric-bills-1>

4" «“OnTrack.” PPL Electric.
<http://lwww.pplelectric.com/Residential+Customers/Pay+My+Bills/Need+Help+Paying+Your+Bill/OnTrack.htm>



increases in OnTrack payments at the time of recertification.

Provide access to electric meters.

Verify household income at least annually. The exception is for customers who receive LIHEAP or SSI.
Report changes in the household at the time of recertification.

Participate in weatherization, energy conservation education, budget counseling, and other related

services.”
In 2007, the program had 51,868 referrals, 10,166 defaulted, 17,006 were cancelled for various reasons, 1,011

graduates, 8,480 moved, 8,512 were re-certified, and had 19,401 new enrollments. In 2007, it averaged 21,820
participants at any given time.*

In its final review of the LIP, PA Consulting (which contracted with the Wisconsin Department of
Administration to evaluate the program) interviewed the managers of eight other programs similar to the LIP,
and did a literature review of several others. The table below shows the retention rates of reviewed programs as
well as the LIP.* PA Consulting concluded that these retention rates were “in line with rates found at many of
the utilities during the literature review and program manager interviews.”*°

PA Consulting also compared the variations in the programs’ components. Table 3-A summarizes their
findings.

%8 «ppL_ Electric Utilities Universal Service Programs.” APPRISE Final Evaluation Report. October 2008.
<http://www.puc.state.pa.us/General/pdf/USP_Evaluation-PPL.pdf>
% Sumi, David. “We Energies Low Income Pilot: Year 3 Final Evaluation Report.” PA Consulting. 31 March 2010. Note: Original

table excluded We Energies LIP.
*0 Sumi, David. “We Energies Low Income Pilot: Year 3 Final Evaluation Report.” PA Consulting. 31 March 2010.



Table 3-A. Results of Interviews and Literature Review of Other Energy Assistance Programs Similar to
the LIP.

First year:
38.4%, First
two years:
We Energies 22.6%, First
— Low- three years:
Income Pilot X X X* X* 16.2%
NSTAR -
Arrearage
Forgiveness "Not very
Program X X successful"
Connecticut 10-20%
Light & participant
Power - retention over
NUSTART X X 36 months
Not defined by
participant
retention. 92%
FirstEnergy — to 80% of
Customer amount billed
Assistance to participants
Program X X X X paid
National Fuel
Gas 65% retention
Distrbution rate in 2005
Corp - Low program year.
Income 53% retention
Residential rate over 12-24
Assistance X X X mo. Period
30% of
Dominion participants
Peoples — have over two
Customer years of
Assistance continuous
Program X X participation
Philadelphia
Gas Works —
Customer 63% retention
Reliability rate over 12
Program X X X months
T.W. Phillips 30% retention
— Energy rate over 24
Help Fund X X months
11% to 14%
participant
retention
(remain in
PPL Electric program until
Utilities - arrears are
OnTrack X X X forgiven)

* indicates the program component is about to end.




In-Home Audits and Weatherization

Utilities companies sometimes offer in-home assistance to customers who are elderly and/or have low incomes
and disabilities. The San Diego Gas & Electric Company offers its Energy Team Program, which sends an
energy team to households to do free weatherization, and install energy efficiency measures such as efficient
light bulbs, water heater blankets, and energy efficient appliances. To qualify, customers must have recently
become unemployed, or meet income guidelines, or be enrolled in one of many public assistance programs.>*

Alameda (CA) Municipal Power’s Energy Assistance Program provides in-home energy audits that seek to
reduce energy bills by 25% with energy efficiency recommendations and weatherization and efficiency
assistance. It also provides a 25% monthly discount for one year.>

Bill Credits

Some utilities will offer credits on low-income customers’ bills in the total amount of a fee, or partial amount of
fee, or a predetermined amount. Flathead Electric Cooperative in Montana offers an $8 credit, which equals
half of customers’ monthly basic charge. Customers must apply annually and be eligible for LIHEAP.>?

Discounts

Nearly all utilities offer some kind of discounted rates for various at risk populations. The discounts are
targeted to help those with medical equipment needs, the elderly, people with disabilities, and active duty
members of the military. Amounts and how the discount is applied vary greatly.

In the District of Columbia, “Pepco’s RAD program provides eligible customers without all-electric heating a
32 percent discount on the first 400 kilowatt-hours used in the winter months and a 63 percent discount on the
first 400 kilowatt-hours used in the summer months. Eligible RAD customers with all-electric heating will
receive a 51 percent discount on the first 700 kilowatt-hours used in the winter months and a 38 percent
discount on the first 700 kilowatt-hours used in the summer months. These discount rates were proposed by
Pepco and approved by the District of Columbia Public Service Commission.” The D.C. Energy Office
determines eligibility for the discount program, accounting for income, age, and disability, and customers must
reapply annually.>*

In Arizona, where elderly populations are common, nearly all utility companies have discounts for medically
necessary energy consumption. UniSource Energy Services operates the the CARES Medical Life Support
Program, which provides discounts for “qualified low-income customers who require the use of life support
equipment in their homes. The total discount is applied to the entire bill. The amount is calculated based on
monthly usage, with larger percentage discounts available to customers who use less energy (see chart below).

Electric Discounts Discount
Monthly Energy Use

0 - 600 kWh 30%

601 - 1,200 kWh 20%
1,201 - 2,000 kWh 10%
over 2,000 kWh $8

To be eligible for the CARES Low Income Life-support Program, an electric service customer must submit to
UES annual verification by the physician to remain eligible for the program beyond one year.”*

3! “Energy Team Program.” San Diego Gas & Electric. < http://www.sdge.com/residential/assistance/energy Team.shtml>

%2 «1f You Need Financial Assistance...” Alameda Municipal Power. < http://www.alamedamp.com/customer-service/financial-
assistance>

%% “Energy Assistance Programs.” Flathead electric. <http://www.flatheadelectric.com/custserv/EnergyAsst/energyasst.htm>

> “Payment Options.” PEPCO. <http://www.pepco.com/home/billing/payment/support/default.aspx>

% “In the Community.” UniSource Energy Services. <http://uesaz.com/Community/AssistancePrograms/CARES.asp>



Utilities often offer discounts to active duty military personnel. ComEd, which serves the northern half of
Illinois, has a program called ComEd Helps Activated Military Personnel (CHAMP), which “offers a package
of benefits to assist activated military personnel who reside within ComEd's service territory.” The package
includes a cash stipend, deferred/instaliment payment plans, extended due dates, cancelled late charges, deposit
reduction or refund, and budget payment plans.®

Education

Education is a common component of energy assistance programs. For example, Lacelede Gas Company,
which serves much of Missouri (including St. Louis) and Western Illinois, offers “workshops on energy
conservation to small groups of low-income customers through government agencies, civic organizations and
churches.” The company “will come to your location to conduct the workshop, supply informational materials
and answer questions. There is no charge for these workshops.”>’

Two unique approaches are the Washington Energy Education in Schools program, and the Utah LivingWise
Energy Ed in Schools program. Both of these programs educate sixth grade students on energy efficiency and
have them apply what they learn in their homes. In Washington, the sessions are taught by the community
action agency, and in Utah schoolteachers teach the sessions. The Washington program averaged 5.0% energy
savings per student home, and the Utah program averaged 6.6% energy savings per student home. Each
program is targeted to both high and low-income school districts.>®

Several other utilities offer mailings/booklets, videos, and online tutorials on weatherization and energy
efficiency.

Funds

Many utilities have established funds that benefit low-income customers. These funds (which are managed and
distributed either by the utility or private organizations) include those supported by customer donations,
employee donations, public and private donations, or a combination. Some utilities will match the funds raised
by donors.

Customer Donation

Utilities will frequently ask customers to make a donation on every month’s bill to programs that help
other low-income customers. These funds are then managed and distributed either by the utility itself or
by private organizations.

Shareholder Donation

El Paso Electric shareholders match donations from employees and customers dollar-for-dollar. “The
fund is administered by El Paso County General Assistance and is used to help families who are unable
to pay for their electricity due to medical or financial problems.”*°

Utility Employee Donation

Employees at Pioneer Electric Cooperative (Kansas) “have contributed to the We Care fund. The We
Care program is a way of reaching out to families when they need it most. Employees and Trustees
participating in the program make a donation from each paycheck to the fund. The money is then
distributed to Pioneer Electric members who are in need as a result of illness, accident or other
unforeseen event or difficult circumstance. These funds may be used at the family's discretion. It does

% “CHAMP.” ComEd. <https://www.comed.com/sites/customerservice/Pages/champ.aspx>

> “Energy Smart.” Laclede Gas. <http://www.lacledegas.com/customer/energysmart.php>

%8 Drakos, Jamie. “Impact of Flipping the Switch: Evaluating the Effectiveness of Low-Income Residential Energy Education
Programs.” Quantec. 2008.

% “Texas.” LIHEAP Clearinghouse. <http://liheap.ncat.org/profiles/Texas.htm>



not have to be used for an electrical bill payment. A committee consisting of Pioneer Electric employees
selects the members who receive a donation. Donations are made once a month.”®

Matching Funds
UGI Utilities (Pennsylvania) operates a program called “Operation Share,” where customers can donate
to help other low-income customers. UGI matches every $2 of customer donations with $1.%*

Combination of Donors

The National Fuel Gas Company, located in Northwest Pennsylvania and far Western New York, has
operated the Neighbor for Neighbor Heat Fund since 1983. It has raised $6 million for grants to
individuals and households that need energy assistance. It is funded by customer donations, employee
donations, and shareholder donations.®

Table 3-4 reviews whether the utilities’ programs address the four policy problems.

Table 3-4.
State Programs Payments | Arrearages | Usage | Shutoff
Holistic LIP-Like Programs X X X X
In-Home Audits X X
Weatherization X X
Bill Credits X
Discounts X
Education X X
Funds X X X

3.3 - COMMUNITY-BASED PROGRAMS

There are many community-based programs that are operated by non-profit agencies and social service
agencies. These organizations raise funds from private sources and are sometimes funded by utilities and state-
established funds. They also vary in the level of service they provide — from emergency assistance only, to a
holistic approach.

Local Community Action Agencies often take the lead as administrators of low-income energy assistance
programs. These agencies “are nonprofit private and public organizations established under the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964 to fight America's War on Poverty. Community Action Agencies help people to help
themselves in achieving self-sufficiency. Today there are approximately 1000 Community Action Agencies,
serving the poor in every state as well as Puerto Rico and the Trust Territories.”®®

Through their national networks, relief organizations like the United Way, Red Cross and Salvation Army
provide local energy assistance. These groups generally provide emergency assistance only, but in some areas,
they serve as partners to utilities, social service agencies, or fuel funds to administer low-income energy
assistance programs.
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“We Care.” Pioneer Electric Cooperative. <http://www.pioneerelectric.coop/wecare.aspx>
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“Heat-Up St. Louis, Inc. (and Cool Down St. Louis) is a regional non-utility, independent, all-volunteer, non-
profit 501(c)(3), energy assistance charity that focuses on helping area elderly and disabled people, and low-
income families, who can not afford to pay their high delinquent home heating or cooling bills in about 16
Missouri and Illinois counties, including the City of St. Louis. The charity is the safety net for area needy
people, after all public, and utility funds have been exhausted. Heat-Up St. Louis becomes the life-line in many
instances. In addition, the charity provides public education and awareness on summer and winter health and
safety issues. Furthermore, the charitable group has a resource hotline providing utility counseling and referrals
to area social service and community action agencies for those in need.”® HeatUp St. Louis claims that 100%
of every dollar given goes to help at-risk utility customers to pay for their bills. It provides grants between $100
and $600.%° Since 2001, 70,000 people have received these grants and other assistance.®® HeatUp St. Louis
partners with 12 social service and community action agencies in the St. Louis area.®’

Table 3-5 reviews whether community-based programs address the four policy problems.

Table 3-5.
Community-Based Organizations | Payments | Arrearages | Usage | Shutoff
Community Action Agencies X X
Emergency Relief Organizations X

3.4 - PARTNERSHIP PROGRAMS
There are many energy assistance programs and organizations that are operated or funded by some partnership
of government, utilities and community organizations.

Energy Outreach Colorado (EOC) operates the Utility Assistance Program, which includes 78 organizations
at 93 sites reaching all 64 counties of Colorado. “Since 1989, EOC has raised more than $120 million to fund
energy bill payment assistance, energy efficiency upgrades for affordable housing and nonprofit facilities,
energy efficiency education, and advocacy on behalf of low-income energy consumers. Energy Outreach
Colorado relies on private donations, corporate contributions and foundation grants.” The organization also
receives funding from utilities and government sources.®® Its energy efficiency and education programs provide
“grants and partner with other organizations such as Xcel Energy, Atmos Energy and the Denver Office of
Strategic Partnerships to improve the energy efficiency of affordable housing and non-profit facilities across the
state. We recently were selected to administer the Governor’s Energy Office Multi-Family Weatherization
program, which is funded by the Department of Energy and the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act.”®°
Oregon HEAT is a one-stop shop that helps low-income and other at-risk Oregon utility customers with their
energy needs. “Oregon HEAT is an independent nonprofit organization founded just over 20 years ago to help
low-income Oregonians and hard-working families keep those vital utilities on during unforeseen emergency
situations. At Oregon HEAT, we are people just like you who want to ensure area families are safe and warm
in their own home. Together, we are neighbors helping neighbors, providing warmth and kindness through
heartfelt donations.” “At Oregon HEAT, we work with local social service and community organizations that
help us determine if a family is eligible for assistance. We then use donated funds to help those in need pay
their utility and heating bills. As careful stewards of your donation, 90 cents of every dollar go directly to help
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qualifying households in your community pay their heat and electric bills. Charity Navigator, the Internet's best
guide to intelligent giving, awarded Oregon HEAT its highest 4-star rating for efficiency and capacity for five
consecutive years.””® The organization partners with a vast network of community service agencies that enroll
and manage low-income utility customers in need of assistance. Oregon HEAT receives funding from several
utilities in Oregon, as well as private donations.”

EnergySmart Memphis is a “year-long energy education and home improvement initiative designed to help
Memphians save money on their energy costs. EnergySmart Memphis is a partnership between [Memphis
Light, Gas and Water] MLGW, City and County government agencies, CDCs and non-profit organizations, and
the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA).” "2

Nevada’s Project REACH (Relief through Energy Assistance to prevent Customer Hardships) is a partnership
fund between United Way of Southern Nevada, fourteen community service agencies, and NV Energy (the
area’s utility). The program provides energy assistance to low-income households, as well as seniors, people
with disabilities, customers with life-threatening medical conditions, households experiencing an emergency,
and National Guard or Reserve members. The program facilitates the transfer of funds from donors to at-risk
utility customers through partner agencies.”

The Fuel Fund of Maryland is a non-profit organization that receives assistance from the government,
utilities, foundations, and individuals. “The Fuel Fund was incorporated in 1981 as the Fuel Fund of Central
Maryland, following the nation's first energy crisis during the late 1970s when an oil embargo squeezed supply,
and energy prices soared. Hardest hit were those people least able to pay dramatic cost increases. Victorine Q.
Adams, a Baltimore City councilwoman and noted civil rights activist, intervened and the earliest version of the
Fuel Fund was born. She was moved to do so when a couple in her council district froze to death in their home.
[...] The Fuel Fund has helped as many as 18,000 individuals in a single year. The target population is families
and individuals in Central Maryland who live at or below 300 percent of the Federal Poverty Guidelines. A
representative Fuel Fund family has an income under $13,000 for a family of three, or is a senior or individual
with a disability living on a fixed income. A two-income family, each earning minimum wage of $6.15 per
hour, has gross annual pay of $25,584.”"

Table 3-6 evaluates if partnership programs address the four policy issues.

Table 3-6.
Partnership Programs Payments | Arrearages | Usage | Shutoff
Energy Outreach Colorado X X
Oregon Heat X X
Energy Smart Memphis X X
Nevada's Project REACH X
The Fuel Fund of Maryland X X

“About Us.” Oregon HEAT. <http://www.oregonheat.org/15-about-us>

“Partners.” Oregon HEAT. <http://www.oregonheat.org/19-partners>

“EnergySmart Memphis.” MLGW. <http://www.mlgw.com/SubView.php?key=res_energysmart>
“Project REACH.” NV Energy. <http://www.nvenergy.com/home/assistance/projectreach.cfm>
™ «About Us.” Fuel Fund of Maryland. <http://www.fuelfundmaryland.org/about-us.shtml#>



4. CASE STUDIES OF IMPOVERISHED CITIES

On September 28, 2010, the Milwaukee Journal Sentinel published an article titled, “Milwaukee Now Fourth
Poorest City in Nation,” which sent shockwaves through the community. It was reported that 27% of
Milwaukee’s population lives in poverty. Low-income stakeholders, elected officials, and academics were sent
scrambling to explain the results of the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey, which put
Milwaukee behind Detroit, Cleveland, and Buffalo. St. Louis, MO, was fifth.” These four other impoverished
cities provide useful case studies for this research because they are geographically (northern cities in temperate
climates), and demographically similar to Milwaukee.

Each of these cities is examined below using data from the 2009 American Community Survey and a literature
review of local energy assistance programs.

The case study is presented with Milwaukee first to provide the first point of comparison, then Detroit,
Cleveland, Buffalo, and St. Louis.

The results are summarized in Table 4-1 at the end of this section.

"™ Glauber, Bill and Posten, Ben. “Milwaukee Now Fourth Poorest City in Nation.” Milwaukee Journal Sentinel. 28 September 2010.



4.1. Milwaukee

Milwaukee was ranked the fourth poorest city in the nation. Local leaders have long blasted the embattled
education system, but other factors, including workforce development efforts, transportation and housing
policies that promote racial and economic segregation, and a large job shortage are also contributing factors.

Population: 605,027
Population Living in Poverty: 27.0%
Unemployment Rate: 8.7%

Racial Demographics:
41.9% | White
36.8% | African American
15.6% | Hispanic or Latino
0.4% | American Indian and Alaska Native
3.3% | Asian
0.0% | Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander
2.0% | Two or More Races
0.0% | Other

How Energy Assistance Needs Are Being Met:
Government Programs

LIHEAP Eligibility: 60% state median income
Average’® FY2010 LIHEAP Benefit: $490

Under Wis. Stat. Chapter 49, General Assistance funds are made available to “households without assets or
means of support to provide a minimum of life's necessities including the cost of home heating. General
assistance is provided only as a last resort to eligible households.””’

“If you are eligible for weatherization services based on your WHEAP application, your application information
will be referred to the local weatherization agency. Households selected for potential weatherization services
will be contacted by the weatherization agency. The agency will then make arrangements to have an energy
auditor look at your home to see what can be done to make it more energy efficient. Weatherization services
differ with each home depending on how it was built and its condition. Some common weatherization services
include:

e Insulate attics, walls and floors
Insulate or replace water heater
Install energy efficient lighting
Reduce air leakage
Repair or replace furnace
Test and/or replace refrigerator
Perform a general health and safety inspection

e Provide information about maintenance and energy conservation
You may be eligible for weatherization services if:

"8 «“\Wisconsin.” LIHEAP Clearinghouse. <http://liheap.ncat.org/profiles/Wisconsin.htm>
" “Wisconsin.” LIHEAP Clearinghouse. <http:/liheap.ncat.org/profiles/Wisconsin.ntm>



e You received benefits from Wisconsin’s Home Energy Assistance Program (WHEAP) or your gross
income for the last three months is equal to or less than 60% of Wisconsin's state median income (SMI)
for your family size. With the 2009 American Recovery and Reinvestment Act and recent Wisconsin
statutory changes, the income guidelines for weatherization programs have increased resulting in more
homes being eligible for weatherization services.

e Your dwelling/apartment has not been weatherized before.

e Your household meets certain priorities that may include a high energy burden or use, an elderly or
disabled member or a child under six.”"

Shutoff Moratorium
Wisconsin’s shutoff moratorium runs from November 1 to April 15, and when the National Weather Service
puts a heat advisory in effect (See Appendix A).

Local Government Programs
None.

Utility Programs

We Energies is the combined utility for the Milwaukee area. We Energies offers its Low Income Pilot (LIP), an
“innovative holistic program that incorporates affordable payment, arrears forgiveness, financial and
conservation education and weatherization services. Partners include non-profit community based agencies, the
State of Wisconsin and We Energies.””® The Low Income Pilot is scheduled to end on April 15, 2010. We
Energies also offers an Early Identification Program (EIP). We Energies provides a limited amount of
weatherization assistance to customers.®

Community Programs

The Social Development Commission and Community Advocates are partners with We Energies in the Low
Income Pilot. In addition, Community Advocates offers advocacy, case management, education, and other
energy assistance-related programs. The Salvation Army also offers utility assistance.®

Partnerships

“The Keep Wisconsin Warm/Cool Fund was established to keep the heat and power on for thousands of
families in crisis. Through public, private and community partnerships, KWW/CF provides preventative
services and the financial assistance necessary to alleviate potential life-threatening energy-related emergencies
during Wisconsin’s harsh winters. 95% of those helped by the Fund are elderly, disabled or families with young
children. The KWW/CF is committed to providing immediate relief from energy crises as well as long-term
solutions, and ultimately self-sufficiency. Those in need can be helped with: Home weatherization,
Replacement or repair of old, inefficient and dangerous furnaces, Budget counseling, money management,
Connection to other resources to help themselves.”® “Money is raised in Wisconsin and stays in Wisconsin.
Funds raised go to the most in need in communities across the state. The KWW/CF limits administrative costs
to 5%, so donations go straight to those most in need. All donations are matched by the State Department of
Administration and are tax deductible. The KWW/CF helps those in need throughout all 72 Wisconsin

"8 “Wisconsin Weatherization Assistance Program.” Home Energy +.
<http://homeenergyplus.wi.gov/category.asp?linkcatid=819&linkid=118>

™ «Utility Assistance.” EEI. <http://www.eei.org/whatwedo/PublicPolicyAdvocacy/FedLegislation/LIHEAP/Pages/database.htm?
appSession=926269923815422&RecordID=1852&Pagel D=3&PrevPagelD=2&cpipage=1&CPIlsortType=&CPlorderBy=>

8 |nterview with Michael Mueller, Manager of Low-Income and Medical Condition Programs, We Energies.

81 «“\What We Do.” Salvation Army of Milwaukee County.
<http://www.usc.salvationarmy.org/usc/www_usc_greatermilwaukee.nsf/vw-
search/C352136095E4EC2A80256EC2004DBCBF?0pendocument>

8 «Apout Us.” Keep Wisconsin Warm Fund. <http://www.kwwf.org/about-us/>



counties. During last year’s heating season, over 31,3000 households experienced an energy related crisis.”®

The fund is supported by Alliant Energy, Madison Gas and Electric, We Energies, Wisconsin Public Service
Corporation and Xcel Energy.

Focus on Energy helps low-income Wisconsinites with weatherization and energy efficiency assistance.®

8 «Fast Facts.” Keep Wisconsin Warm Fund. <http://www.kwwf.org/about-us/fast-facts/>
8 «Utility Partners.” Keep Wisconsin Warm Fund. <http://www.kwwf.org/about-us/utility-partners/>
8 «Assistance Programs.” Focus On Energy. <http://www.focusonenergy.com/Incentives/Residential/Assistance-Programs/>



4.2. Detroit

Detroit was ranked America’s most impoverished city. The city has been devastated by chronic unemployment
and crime.

Population: 910,848
Population Living in Poverty: 36.4%
Unemployment Rate: 15.3%

Racial Demographics:
13.3% | White
75.5% | African American
7.4% | Hispanic or Latino
0.2% | American Indian and Alaska Native
1.7% | Asian
0.0% | Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander
1.5% | Two or More Races
0.2% | Other

How Energy Assistance Needs Are Being Met:

Government Programs

LIHEAP Eligibility: 110% of Federal Poverty Guidelines for heating, 60% of state median income for crisis
Average FY2010 LIHEAP Benefit®®: $117

Michigan allocates a portion of its LIHEAP funding to a home heating income tax credit that helps low-income
households afford heating their homes.®’

Michigan offers State Emergency Relief (SER) to immediately help “individuals and families facing
conditions of extreme hardship or for emergencies that threaten health and safety. It's designed to maintain low-
income households normally able to meet their needs, but that occasionally need help when unexpected
emergencies arise.”®

“Michigan’'s Weatherization Assistance Program (WAP) is a federally funded, low-income residential energy
conservation program. The program provides free home energy conservation services to low-income Michigan
homeowners and renters. These services reduce energy use and lower utility bills, thus creating more self-
sufficient households.

e Services include:

e Wall Insulation
Attic Insulation and Ventilation
Foundation Insulation
Air Leakage Reduction
Smoke Detectors

8 «Michigan.” LIHEAP Clearinghouse. <http://liheap.ncat.org/profiles/Michigan.htm>

8 “Home Heating Credit.” Michigan Energy Assistance Programs. <http://www.michigan.gov/heatingassistance/0,1607,7-215-33210-
--,00.htmI>

8 «Applying for SER,” Michigan Energy Assistance Programs, <http://www.michigan.gov/heatingassistance/0,1607,7-215-33211-
106339--,00.html>



e Dryer Venting”
“Eligibility is based on household income being at or below 200% of the federal poverty guidelines. Recipients
of the Family Independence Program (FIP) administered by the Department of Human Services (DHS) or those
who receive Supplemental Security Income (SSI) automatically qualify for this no-cost program. Community
Action Agencies/non-profit organizations provide weatherization services statewide.”®°

Shutoff Moratorium
Michigan’s shutoff moratorium is in effect from November 1 to March 31 (See Appendix A).

During Michigan’s moratorium, eligible customers (65 or older, receive Michigan Family Independence
Agency cash assistance, or receive Food Stamps or Medicaid, or have a household income at or below 150% of
poverty level) can “make monthly payments of at least 7% of their estimated annual bill, along with a portion of
any past-due amount, December through March, and avoid shut-off during that time even if their bills are
higher. Eligible senior citizens participating in Winter Protection are not required to make specific monthly
payments between December 1 and March 31, but are encouraged to do so to avoid higher bills when the
protection period ends. At the end of the protection period, both low-income and senior citizens taking part in
the plan must pay off any money owed in installments between April and November.”%

Local Government Programs
None.

Utility Programs
Detroit Edison, whose parent company is DTE Energy, serves most of Southeast Michigan, including Detroit.

DTE Energy offers a Residential Income Assistance (RIA) bill credit program. “Residential customers whose
total household income does not exceed 150% of the Federal poverty level (see chart) may be eligible for a
$6.00 per month bill credit ($12.00 per month if served by both Detroit Edison and MichCon). Household
income must be verified by a State or Federal agency.”

DTE Energy also helps provide credit counseling to customers. “DTE Energy works with GreenPath, a non-
profit consumer credit counseling service, to help customers develop a budget that will help them manage their
money. This credit counseling service is available to all residential customers, regardless of income, with
arrears greater than $300. A monthly budget plan spreads out your future bills over a specified period (usually
not to exceed 24 months).”

DTE Energy has a shutoff protection plan which “is available to all residential customers regardless of income,
and provides year-round protection from shut off. This monthly budget plan spreads out your future bills over
12 equal monthly payments plus equal monthly payments on your unpaid balance with an initial down payment
of 10 percent of your total bill.”

DTE Energy provides shutoff protection for some members of the military. “If you or your spouse is called to
full-time active military service during a time of declared national or state emergency or war, you may apply for
shut-off protection for up to 90 days. You may request extensions of this protection by re-applying. You must
provide verification of active duty status. At the end of active duty, you must notify us of your status. You will

8 «“\Weatherization Assistance Program.” Michigan Energy Assistance Programs.
<http://www.michigan.gov/heatingassistance/0,1607,7-215-33212-15408--,00.htmI>

% «\Winter Protection Plan,” Michigan Public Service Commission, <http://www.michigan.gov/mpsc/0,1607,7-159-16368_27179-
78777--,00.html>
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still be required to pay for the energy service used during your participation in this program. We will enroll you
in a payment plan for all past due amounts to be paid within one year.”**

DTE Energy provides “one-on-one on-site assistance to customers at community events or Customer Forums
throughout DTE Energy's Service Territory. Energy assistance, payment plan options, and energy efficiency and
conservation education is provided to customers at the forums. One large special event, Customer Assistance
Day, DTE provided over 5000 customers with assistance dollars totaling over $600,000.”%

Community Programs

The Heat and Warmth (THAW) Fund “provides funding to several customers who meet the guidelines from the
2010 Household Income Eligibility Guidelines chart, are in shut-off status, and have exhausted all federal and
state funding programs may be eligible for assistance. The program begins October 15, 2008 for customers who
receive a shut-off notice. For assistance, contact one of the following THAW Fund administrators.”®

Both the local United Way and Salvation Army have emergency utility bill assistance programs.

Partnerships

“Cents for Energy is an energy assistance program created by DTE Energy and THAW (The Heat and Warmth
Fund). It provides energy assistance to individuals and families having severe difficulty paying their energy
bills. When someone participates in this donation program, they can their energy bill payment to the nearest
dollar. All funds collected are used to assist customers whose income is above federal poverty guidelines, but
who still struggle to meet financial obligations.”

“DTE Energy provides additional assistance to customers by matching a portion of the funds contributed by
various community agencies. In 2010 DTE has matching agreements with THAW, Salvation Army, Newaygo
County, St. Vincent DePaul, MCAAA.”

“Community Energy Solution is a program that allows DTE Energy, THAW, Tax preparers and others the
ability to work along with partnering with 4 of the churches in the community. Customers are able to go to one
of the churches and receive assistance, energy education, and other specialized services for the individual.”%

%1 “payment Assistance Programs.” DTE Energy.

<http://www.dteenergy.com/residential Customers/billingPayment/paymentPrograms/payAssistance.html#RIA>

°2 “DTE Energy.” Edison Electric Institute.
<http://www.eei.org/whatwedo/PublicPolicyAdvocacy/FedLegislation/LIHEAP/Pages/database.htm?appSession=793269343946482&
RecordID=2045&PagelD=3&PrevPagelD=2&cpipage=1&CPlsortType=&CPlorderBy=>

% “Payment Assistance Programs.” DTE Energy.

<http://www.dteenergy.com/residential Customers/billingPayment/paymentPrograms/payAssistance.html#RIA>

% «Utility Programs for Low-Income Customers.” Edison Electric Institute.
<http://www.eei.org/whatwedo/PublicPolicyAdvocacy/FedLegislation/LIHEAP/Pages/database.htm?appSession=039269343920996>



4.3. Cleveland

Cleveland was ranked America’s second poorest city. While a depleted labor market has wreaked havoc, the
city has also experienced a high level of upper income residents moving out of the city.*® Ohio is a state where
the Percentage of Income Payment Plan (PIPP) largely offsets the demand for energy assistance. As a result,
the utilities offer fewer services. Cleveland Public Power (a municipal utility) and FirstEnergy both serve the
city’s utility needs. Cleveland Public Power has no discernable energy assistance programs, while FirstEnergy
offers only the basics.

Population: 431,369
Population Living in Poverty: 35.0%
Unemployment Rate: 12.8%

Racial Demographics:
37.5% | White
49.9% | African American
9.4% | Hispanic or Latino
0.2% | American Indian and Alaska Native
1.4% | Asian
0.0% | Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander
1.5% | Two or More Races
0.1% | Other

How Energy Assistance Needs Are Being Met:
Government Programs

LIHEAP Eligibility: 200% of Federal Poverty Level
Average FY2009 LIHEAP Heating Benefit®: $320

Ohio has established a Percentage of Income Payment Plan (PIPP) to help people with low incomes afford
utilities. “Under PIPP, if you heat with gas, you pay ten percent of your monthly household income to your gas
company and five percent to your electric company. (If your monthly household income is at or below fifty
(50%) percent of the Federal Poverty level, most PIPP customers will pay three percent instead of five percent
for the secondary source of heat.) If your utility company provides both gas and electric, or if you heat with
electricity, you pay fifteen (15%) percent of your monthly household income. The community action agency or
utility company will inform you of your PIPP amount. [...] To be eligible for the PIPP program, a customer
must receive his or her primary or secondary heat source from a company regulated by the Public Utilities
Commission of Ohio (PUCO), must have a total household income which is at or below 150% of the federal
poverty level, and must apply for all energy assistance programs for which he or she is eligible.”®’

Ohio has a Winter Reconnect Order, which allows customers with disconnected electricity or the threat of a
disconnection to pay $175 and possibly a reconnection fee of no more than $36 to restore or maintain service.”

% Schweitzer, Mark and Rudick, Brian. “A Closer Look at Cleveland’s Latest Poverty Ranking.” Federal Reserve Bank of Cleveland -
Economic Commentary. 15 February 2007. <http://www.clevelandfed.org/research/commentary/2007/021507.cfm>

% «Ohjo.” LIHEAP Clearinghouse. <http://liheap.ncat.org/profiles/Ohio.htm>

" “Home Energy Assistance Program,” Ohio Department of Community Development,
<http://www.development.ohio.gov/community/ocs/pip.htm>, Accessed 11/10/2010.

% “Winter Reconnect Order,” Ohio Public Utilities Commission,
<http://www.puco.ohio.gov/PUCO/Consumer/Information.cfm?id=10159>



Ohio’s Energy Credit (OEC) program is available for “customers who are 65 years of age or older or totally and
permanently disabled will receive an increased Energy Assistance benefit beyond what they would receive
under HEAP. When processing the customer's Energy Assistance Application, the Ohio Department of
Development (ODOD) will screen all applications and determine whether the customer is eligible for the
increased benefit amount.”

“The Ohio Home Weatherization Assistance Program (HWAP) is a no-cost energy assistance program designed
to increase the energy efficiency of dwellings owned or occupied by income-eligible Ohioans, reduce
participants’ household energy expenditures, and improve participants’ health and safety. HWAP is federally
funded by the U.S. Department of Energy and provided to Ohioans at no cost for customers whose annual
household income is at or below 200 percent of the federal poverty guidelines. Ohio’s HWAP is administered
through the Ohio Department of Development's Community Development Division (CDD) and its Office of
Community Services (OCS). Households at or below the federal poverty guidelines, PIPP (Percentage of
Income Payment Plan) participants, PIPP eligible households or households receiving Supplemental Security
Income qualify for this no-cost program. After weatherization, households that heat with natural gas reduce
space heating consumption by an average of 24.7 percent, and electrically heated homes reduce usage on
average of 13 percent. HWAP participants increased the percentage of utility bills that they pay and the rate of
disconnections of utility service for this group decreased by 50 percent.”*%

Shutoff Moratorium
Ohio’s shutoff moratorium is in effect from October 19 to April 15 (See Appendix A).

Local Government Programs

Some families with children under 18 qualify for emergency assistance from the Cuyahoga County Department
of Human Services. “This benefit is available only once every 13 months and is reserved for urgent needs.
Qualifying situations must threaten the health, safety or decent living arrangements of a family.”**

Utility Programs
Both Cleveland Public Power (a municipal utility) and The Cleveland Electric llluminating Company (a
division of FirstEnergy Corporation) serve the City of Cleveland.

Cleveland Public Power does not offer its own energy assistance programs, but refers customers to Catholic
Charities, United Way, and the Council for Economic Opportunities in Greater Cleveland.*

FirstEnergy provides “bill subsidy and debt forgiveness for customers at or below 150% of the Federal Poverty
Income Guideline (150,000 customers),” along with “cash grants for customers with temporary financial crisis
[... and] First Energy shareholders may match donations up to established dollar limits,” “Grants to help
strengthen the social and economic fabric of the FirstEnergy service areas and power generation plant
communities (During 2009, more than $2.5 Million in grants was distributed to nearly 900 non-profit
organizations.).” FirstEnergy conducts an “annual collection of non perishable food items and cash donations
to fight hunger,” a “web site that helps customers analyze their energy use and identifies ways to reduce energy
use and improve efficiency.” Its “employees in the field (meter readers, meter services, line workers, etc.)
identify customer situations that may be harmful or dangerous for individuals in the household.” It “offers
customers the convenience of making consistent monthly payments and avoiding the normal seasonal highs and

% «Ohjo.” LIHEAP Clearinghouse. <http://liheap.ncat.org/profiles/Ohio.htm>

100 «“Home Weatherization Assistance Program.” Ohio Department of Development.
<http://www.development.ohio.gov/community/ocs/hwap.htm>

101 «Financial Assistance Programs.” CPP. <http://www.cpp.org/financialassistance.html>
192 «Financial Assistance Programs.” CPP. <http://www.cpp.org/financialassistance.html>



lows in electric bills,” and “a third party (a friend, relative, clergy or social service agency) is notified, along
with the customer, if electric service is about to be disconnected.”*%

FirstEnergy also has a program for households that include an active duty member of the military. “Customers
participating in the program may elect to defer paying either all or a part of their monthly electric bill. When the
family member in the military service returns home, the account will be reviewed to determine payment
arrangements for the balance owed.”

“The Critical Customer Care Program identifies customers who use certain electrically operated life sustaining
medical equipment in their home. The program helps customers -- for whom a service interruption could be
immediately life threatening, or would make operation of necessary medical or life supporting equipment
impossible or impractical -- prepare for planned and unplanned power outages. Please call us if someone in your
home uses this type of medical equipment.”'%

Community Programs
Both Catholic Charities and the United Way offer emergency assistance.

The Council for Economic Opportunities in Greater Cleveland (CEOGC) “provides Emergency Home Energy
Assistance (EHEAP). Winter Heating: During the winter heating period, as designated by the Public Utilities
Commission of Ohio, the Housing Services Office accepts applications from thousands of eligible Cuyahoga
County residents. CEOGC assists residents seeking emergency payments for heating gas, electricity for forced
air heat, and bulk fuels such as oil, coal and wood. The application period normally begins on November 1st
and ends March 31st. Summer Cooling: During the summer months, funding may be available to help
eligible Cuyahoga County residents pay for electricity necessary to keep their homes cool. CEOGC also
provides air conditioners and/or fans for those who suffer from illnesses that can be life threatening when
summer temperatures become extremely high. The application period for the program normally begins on June
1st and ends August 31st.”*%

Partnerships

The Cleveland Salvation Army runs the Community Outreach Opportunity Program (CO-OP) “to help
residential customers who have suffered a recent financial hardship and need temporary help in paying their
electric bills. Program funding is provided by The IHluminating Company customers, company employees, and
FirstEnergy shareholders. The distribution of funds is administered by the Cleveland Salvation Army.”

103 «Utility Programs for Low-Income Customers.” Edison Electric Institute.
<http://www.eei.org/whatwedo/PublicPolicyAdvocacy/FedLegislation/LIHEAP/Pages/database.htm?appSession=821269365116261&
RecordID=&PagelD=2&PrevPagelD=1&cpipage=2&CPISortType=&CPlorderBy=>

104 « Assistance and Service Programs.” The llluminating Company.
<http://www.firstenergycorp.com/Get_Help_With/Billing_and_payments/Payments/Assistance_programs_and_bill_information/Illum
inating_Company/index.html#help>

195 «Financial Assistance Programs.” CPP. <http://www.cpp.org/financialassistance.html>



4.4. Buffalo

As the smallest city in the top five poorest cities, Buffalo suffers from a low-wage labor market that shrinks
annually, an ineffective education system, and mismanagement of budget priorities to help the poor.*®

Population: 270,221
Population Living in Poverty: 28.8%
Unemployment Rate: 9.2%

Racial Demographics:
50.9% | White
36.4% | African American
8.0% | Hispanic or Latino
0.7% | American Indian and Alaska Native
2.0% | Asian
0.0% | Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander
1.6% | Two or More Races
0.4% | Other

How Energy Assistance Needs Are Being Met:

Government Programs

LIHEAP Eligibility: 60% State Median Income or 150% Federal Poverty Guidelines (whichever is greater)
Maximum FY2010 LIHEAP Benefit'*’: $900

According to the LIHEAP Clearinghouse, “A Home Energy Allowance is provided to public assistance
recipients from state and local funds; New York law exempts the collection of utility sales tax from certain
public assistance recipients; also provided from state and local funds is payment of utility arrears for public
assistance clients.”*%

“The Weatherization Assistance Program assists income-eligible families and individuals by reducing their
heating/cooling costs and improving the safety of their homes through energy efficiency measures. Energy
efficiency measures performed through the program include air sealing (weatherstripping, caulking), wall and
ceiling insulation, heating system improvements or replacement, efficiency improvements in lighting, hot water
tank and pipe insulation, and refrigerator replacements with highly efficient Energy Star rated units. Both
single-family and multi-family buildings are assisted. Household energy use reductions and resultant energy
cost savings are significant, with an average savings in excess of 20%. Individual households apply by
contacting the provider that serves their area. All parts of the State are eligible. Every county, village, town and
neighborhood is served by a local weatherization provider. Weatherization providers can be community-based
not-for-profit organizations, community action agencies, counties, or units of local government. To be eligible,
a provider must demonstrate the capacity to administer the program, and have a history of providing service to
the community. Households with incomes at or below 60% of state median income are eligible for assistance.
Program services are available to both homeowners and renters, with priority given to senior citizens, families
with children and persons with disabilities. The New York State Weatherization Assistance Program is the
largest residential energy conservation program in the country. The program receives funding from the U.S.

196 Special Reports on Poverty series. Buffalo News. 2008.
197 “New York.” LIHEAP Clearinghouse. <http://liheap.ncat.org/profiles/NY .htm>
108 “New York.” LIHEAP Clearinghouse. <http:/lineap.ncat.org/profiles/NY.htm>
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Departments of Energy and Health and Human Services. In Program Year 2010 - 2011 approximately $65.8
million was allocated to 65 community based organizations to provide weatherization services to income
eligible households in each of New York State's 62 counties.”*%°

Shutoff Moratorium
New York has a shutoff moratorium for the two-week period encompassing the Christmas and New Years
holidays (See Appendix A).

Local Government Programs
None.

Utility Programs

National Grid, which serves Buffalo, offers many energy assistance programs. For every at-risk customer,
National Grid performs an in-home energy audit to determine the customer’s needs. It’s Affordability Payment
Agreement “provides a payment plan with an arrears forgiveness component. These services are principally
designed to assist customers in identifying and implementing energy efficiency measures thereby reducing their
energy costs. The Company refers all participating customers to NYSERDA's Empower NY Program for
energy efficiency efforts, education, and weatherization. The program is designed to provide immediate and
long-term benefits. A customer enrolled in the program is placed on a twenty-four month payment agreement.
Under the terms of the payment agreement, the customer is responsible to pay each month for a percentage of
their total bill (95% electric only, 92.5% combined). In addition each month that the required monthly payment
is made on time, the customer will receive a monthly arrears forgiveness of $20.00 for electric only service or
$30.00 for electric and gas service. The remaining incremental bill amounts are deferred to the customer's
arrears.”

National Grid also offers a budget payment plan that equalizes bills over the year to help predict payments. It
also offers its Payment Agreement Program, which “is for eligible customers who have fallen behind on their
payments and cannot pay the bill in full. If you've fallen behind on your payments and can not pay your bill in
full, you may qualify to pay the past-due balance over time. After we determine that you qualify for deferred
payment and review your financial circumstances, we will offer you the opportunity to pay a specific amount
toward your past-due balance each month.” National Grid also applies a credit to accounts of low-income
customers that are receiving HEAP payments for that month and the following 14 months. National Grid also
allows customers on a fixed income up to 10 extra days to pay bills if the check from the fixed income source
arrives after the bill is due. National Grid also funds “the Main Street/Commercial District Revitalization
program[, which] provides matching grants of up to $50,000 per project to municipal and non profit
development corporations' undertaking efforts to revitalize critical commercial corridors. This program is
designed to assist communities in promoting ‘smart growth’ and private sector investment in central business
districts and commercial corridors that help their competitive viability, attract investment and capitalize on their
distinct development potential.” The company also funds several other community development programs that
benefit low-income communities but are not direct assistance to customers.

Community Programs
The Salvation Army, Red Cross, United Way, and St. Vincent de Paul all provide emergency assistance to low-
income people in the Buffalo area.™™

Partnerships
None.

109 «\w/eatherization Assistance Program (WAP).” New York Division of Housing and Community Renewal.
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10 «ytility Assistance.” 211 Western New York. <http://www.211wny.org/Erie-County/Service-Category-
List/category.aspx?category=ULtility%20Assistance>



4.5. St. Louis, MO

Population: 356,587
Population Living in Poverty: 26.7%
Unemployment Rate: 9.6%

Racial Demographics:

45.3% | White

47.5% | African American

3.1% | Hispanic or Latino

0.2% | American Indian and Alaska Native

2.2% | Asian

0.0% | Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander
1.6% | Two or More Races

0.1% | Other

How Energy Assistance Needs Are Being Met:
Government Programs
LIHEAP Eligibility: 135% of Federal Poverty Level

Maximum FY2010 LIHEAP Heating Benefit: $600
Maximum FY2010 LIHEAP Cooling Benefit'*: $300

“Since 1977, more than 155,000 Missouri homes have been weatherized. The agencies provide weatherization
services to eligible clients, as well as training and guidance. Newspaper, radio, television, utility bill stuffers
and other advertising methods are used to publicize the services.” “To apply for assistance, clients should
contact their local weatherization agency. The agency will ask the clients to complete the appropriate forms,
including income Documentation to verify eligibility. Once the client is verified as eligible, an auditor from the
agency will conduct a pre-inspection of the home to determine what steps will produce the greatest energy
savings. The next step is for the agency crew or contractor to install the energy efficient measures on the home.
After the weatherization of the home is complete, a quality control inspector will examine the home to ensure
the quality of work and completeness. The Division of Energy monitors the work of the agencies to ensure state
and federal guidelines are followed.”**? “The state income guidelines are set at 200 percent of poverty to
comply with the Federal WAP regulations.”**?

Shutoff Moratorium
Missouri’s shutoff moratorium runs from November 1 to March 31, and when the temperature is less than 32°F
(See Appendix A).

During Missouri’s shutoff moratorium, the Energy Crisis Intervention (ECIP) “provides direct assistance once
each winter to Missouri residential clients whose utility services are off or in threat of disconnection. [...]
Limited ECIP funds are also available during the summer months.”**

11 «Michigan.” LIHEAP Clearinghouse. <http:/liheap.ncat.org/profiles/Michigan.htm>

12 «| [WAP.” Missouri Department of Natural Resources. <http://www.dnr.mo.gov/energy/weatherization/wx.htm>

113 «Client Services.” Missouri Department of Development manual for agencies. <http://www.dnr.mo.gov/energy/docs/wxmanual09-
section2-clientservices.pdf>

114 «Energy Assistance Guide.” Ameren. <http://www.ameren.com/sites/aue/source/Residential/Documents/ADC_AU_
AssistanceGuide.pdf>



Local Government Programs
None.

Utility Programs

Lacelede Gas Company offers “workshops on energy conservation to small groups of low-income customers
through government agencies, civic organizations and churches. We will come to your location to conduct the
workshop, supply informational materials and answer questions. There is no charge for these workshops.”**

Lacelede also provides financing up to $2,000 for homeowners to make home energy efficiency
improvements.**®

Ameren Missouri (AmerenUE) is the electric utility provider for the City of St. Louis.

Ameren offers deferred bill payment for customers on fixed incomes. “Through this program established in
1986, Ameren Missouri allows customers receiving retirement benefits or disability payments to delay paying
their Ameren Missouri bills for up to 11 days. This may allow customers to delay paying their bill until they
receive their retirement or supplemental security income checks, helping to ease a budget crunch that might
occur if the Ameren Missouri bill would arrive earlier in the month than benefit payments.”

Ameren also helps some customers with weatherization grants. “Established in 1984, the Energy Plus Grants
Program has awarded more than $850,000 to improve the weather-worthiness of the homes of elderly, low-
income or handicapped residents. Non-profit organizations are eligible to receive these grants for a wide range
of energy-related projects.”**’

Ameren has a weatherization program that is open to a limited number of customers and includes offering a
video to customers as well as providing door evaluations, insulation, and furnace repair.

Ameren asks all customers to contribute one dollar more to their bills through its “dollar more” program. These
funds are distributed to the United Way and other human service agencies that provide energy assistance

118
programs.

This year, Ameren began its “Keeping Current” low-income customer pilot program. The press release

announcing the program read:
“A two year pilot program designed to assist certain Union Electric Company d/b/a AmerenUE low-
income customers pay their electric bills takes effect in August. The ‘Keeping Current Low-Income
Pilot Program’ was part of an agreement reached by several parties in the last AmerenUE electric rate
case before the Public Service Commission (PSC). The Commission approved the agreement on April
14, 2010. ‘The Commission received testimony at several local public hearings on how difficult any
rate increase would be on low-income residential customers already faced with great economic
challenges,” said PSC Chairman Robert M. Clayton I1l. “The Commission appreciates the efforts of
those who worked to put together this pilot program which is designed to help those most in need with
their electric bills.” The pilot program provides for tiered bill credits, arrearage forgiveness and a
requirement for eligible customers to apply for available Low-Income Home Energy Assistance
Program (LIHEAP) and weatherization assistance. The program will be funded by AmerenUE
shareholders and its customers. For an AmerenUE residential customer, the program will cost $0.03 a

115 «“Energy Smart.” Laclede Gas. <http://www.lacledegas.com/customer/energysmart.php>

118 «Insulation Financing Program.” Pennsylvania Public Service Commission. <http://www.psc.mo.gov/consumer-
information/Laclede%20En.pdf>

W7 «Energy Assistance.” Ameren. <http://www.ameren.com/sites/aue/csc/Pages/AmerenUEEnergyAssistance.aspx>
118 «“DollarMore.” Ameren. <http://www.ameren.com/sites/aue/source/DollarMore/Pages/home.aspx>



month. To participate in the program, an electric customer must be registered with a designated
Keeping Current Agency which includes Community Action Agencies (CAA) in AmerenUE’s electric
service area and additional social service agencies that also administer AmerenUE Dollar More energy
assistance funds. Program eligibility will be income-based and all customers whose income is at or
below 100 percent of the Federal Poverty Level (FPL) will be eligible to participate. In addition,
customers who are LIHEAP eligible at 135 percent of the FPL, who use electricity for cooling and who
are 1) elderly, 2) disabled or with a chronic medical condition, or 3) live in households with children
five years of age or younger will also be eligible to participate. The agreement approved by the
Commission was submitted by the Public Service Commission staff, the Office of the Public Counsel,
AmerenUE, the Missouri Industrial Energy Consumers, the Missouri Retailers Association and
AARP/Consumers Council. The agreement was reached after discussions among the parties following a
February 10, 2010, order from the Public Service Commission. That order directed the parties to
address concerns raised by AmerenUE’s low-income residential customers at a number of local public
hearings held by the Commission on the company’s electric rate request. AmerenUE serves
approximately 1.2 million electric customers in Missouri.”**°

Community Programs

“Heat-Up St. Louis, Inc. (and Cool Down St. Louis) is a regional non-utility, independent, all-volunteer, non-
profit 501(c)(3), energy assistance charity that focuses on helping area elderly and disabled people, and low-
income families, who can not afford to pay their high delinquent home heating or cooling bills in about 16
Missouri and Illinois counties, including the City of St. Louis. The charity is the safety net for area needy
people, after all public, and utility funds have been exhausted. Heat-Up St. Louis becomes the life-line in many
instances. In addition, the charity provides public education and awareness on summer and winter health and
safety issues. Furthermore, the charitable group has a resource hotline providing utility counseling and referrals
to area social service and community action agencies for those in need.”** HeatUp St. Louis claims that 100%
of every dollar given goes to help at-risk utility customers to pay for their bills. It provides grants between $100
and $600.**" Since 2001, 70,000 people have received these grants and other assistance.*?* HeatUp St. Louis
partners with 12 social service and community action agencies in the St. Louis area.'?®

St. Louis’s community action agencies can help Ameren customers obtain LIHEAP, ECIP, DollarMore and
DollarHelp (a fund operated by Lacelede gas that offers grants to low-income customers of up to $400) funds.

EnergyCare offers “energy assistance counseling, assistance in completing energy grant applications,
emergency heating/cooling grants, home weatherization.”

Several charities including the Human Development corporation and churches also offer emergency funds.*?

Partnerships

The Committee to Keep Missourians Warm is a partnership of the Office of Public Counsel, Missouri Public
Service Commission Staff, Missouri Division of Family Services, low-income advocates, and social service
providers. The Committee meets monthly to discuss issues affecting low-income Ameren customers.'?

119 «pjlot Program to Help AmerenUE Low-Income Customers with Electric Bills.” Press Release. Commission. <http://www.psc.mo.
gov/press-releases/electric/pr-11-18-pilot-program-to-help-amerenue-low-income-customers-with-electric-bills-1>
120 “Annual Report.” HeatUp St. Louis. <http://www.heatupstlouis.org/annual_report.pdf>

121 “Missouri.” Liheap Clearinghouse. <http://liheap.ncat.org/profiles/Missouri.htm>

122 «Annual Report.” HeatUp St. Louis. <http://www.heatupstlouis.org/annual_report.pdf>

123 “Main Page.” HeatUp St. Louis. <http://www.heatupstlouis.org/>

124 “Energy Assistance Guide.” Ameren.
<http://www.ameren.com/sites/aue/source/Residential/Documents/ADC_AU_AssistanceGuide.pdf>

125 « AmerenUE.” EEI.

<http://www.eei.org/whatwedo/PublicPolicy Advocacy/FedLegislation/LIHEAP/Pages/database.htm?appSession=
335269809536826&RecordID=1365&Pagel D=3&PrevPagelD=2&cpipage=1&CPIlsortType=&CPlorderBy=>



Operation Weather Survival (OWS) and AmerenUE air conditioning program are United Way and American
partnerships that include a coalition of government and community stakeholders “that convenes to share
resources to aid vulnerable customers in severe weather conditions AmerenUEs air conditioning program is the
primary resource available to OWS in the summer to assist low income customers with a medical need.”*?®

126 “Operation Weather Survival (OWS)” EEI. <http://www.eei.org/whatwedo/PublicPolicyAdvocacy/FedLegislation/LIHEAP/
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Table 4-1 summarizes the results of this case study. The final four columns are the judgments of the author of this report.

Table 4-1. Results of Case Study of America’s Five Poorest Cities and Levels of Energy Assistance Available.

110% of
FPL for
heating,
60% of
state
median
income
Detroit 910,848 36.40% 15.30% for crisis $117 Average 200% of FPL 11/1 to 3/31 Low None Mid Low
200% of
Cleveland 431,369 35.00% 12.80% FPL $320 Average | 200% of FPL 10/19 to 4/15 High Low Low Low
60% of
state
median
income or
150% of Two weeks
FPL encompassing
(whicheve Christmas and
ris $900 60% of state New Years
Buffalo 270,221 28.80% 9.20% greater) maximum median income holidays. Low None High Low
60% of state
median income
over past three
months, no prior
weatherization,
or other certain
qualifications
such as a high
energy
burdern/usage,
60% of or an elderly,
state disabled, or
median child household
Milwaukee 605,027 27.00% 8.70% income $490 Average | member 11/1 to 4/15 Low None High Mid
$600 heating 11/1 to 3/31
maximum, and when
135% of $300 cooling temperature
St. Louis 356,587 26.70% 9.60% FPL maximum 200% of FPL <32°F Low None High Low




4.6. Case Study Analysis

The above case study of the American Community Survey’s five poorest cities in America (Detroit, Cleveland,
Buffalo, Milwaukee and St. Louis) reveals that low-income Milwaukeeans must rely more on the utility for
assistance than other assistance sources. A comparable level of service is available in Buffalo and St. Louis,
with Milwaukee exhibiting a high level of community assistance in part because of the Low Income Pilot’s
partnership with community service agencies. In Cleveland, the state provides a high level of service, which
causes the other sources to provide a low level. In Detroit, the level of assistance available from any source is
lackluster. Overall, the level of service available to Milwaukee’s low-income population receives a high rating.



5. Best Practices

While the body of knowledge in academia and among energy policy experts is slim, there are some useful
lessons to draw from these sources, as well as from the designers of successful programs. Emerging from these
sources are best practices in energy assistance programs, such as how utilities and advocates should justify the
programs, how regulators should evaluate programs, the necessity of community involvement and outreach by
utilities, the necessity that programs include community organizations, the benefits of in-home energy audits,
and the benefits of educational components in energy assistance programs.

Justifying a Program

Ken Costello, an expert on energy assistance programs at the National Regulatory Research Institute, wrote an
article titled “Criteria for Determining the Effectiveness of Utility-Initiated Energy Assistance.” This article
defines criteria for regulators to use in examining energy assistance initiatives. The first fundamental issue is
“[w]hether state public utility commissions should assure the affordability of utility service for low-income
customers.” Costello points out that the political appeal of a majority of ratepayers paying a small increase for
significant benefits for a smaller, targeted group of low-income customers. Costello also explains the potential
positive effects on a utility’s finances. Because a utility is likely to only receive partial payments from low-
income customers, if any payment at all, it has to incur increased collection costs. Costello advises, “The utility
might be able to avoid collection, disconnection, and other costs by discounting the customers’ bills. These cost
reductions can more than offset the lost revenues from discounting and thereby increase the utility’s net
revenues.” However, utilities and regulators must be careful not to lose efficiency by providing these programs.
According to Costello, “Efficiency losses can result from: (1) recipients over-consuming energy when the
subsidized price lies below the utility’s marginal cost, and (2) an ‘excessive’ gap between the actual benefits to
targeted participants and the subsidy cost absorbed by the utility or general ratepayers (e.g., utility customers
pay $10 million to subsidize low-income households, who benefit by only $7 million).”

John Howatt of the National Consumer Law Center states that ratepayer-funded programs to help low-income
customers have reliable, predictable and robust funding streams, whereas appropriations (like LIHEAP) are
“subject to fiscal ups and downs and annual debate” and fuel funds are subject to fluctuations and are often not
sufficient enough to fund the overall needs. Howatt also advocates that utilities make their business case (why
and how all customers and/or shareholders benefit) when proposing energy assistance programs.*’

In making that business case, Roger Colton, an energy expert with Fisher, Sheehan and Colton, a Boston-based
law firm that specializes in regulatory economics, advocates for utilities to perform a cost-benefit analysis of
whether the program does a better job of collecting revenue at a lesser cost than the available alternatives.'?®

Evaluating Energy Assistance Programs

Costello also advocates for the other advantages that energy assistance programs can provide to regulatory
goals. Weatherization provided to low-income households at no cost to the household, “for example, not only
makes energy more affordable but also promotes energy efficiency; it can also reduce collection costs, service
disconnections, debt write-offs (‘uncollectibles’), and arrearages (‘past-due bills’). Other energy assistance
actions can also mitigate collection problems that financially affect utilities and their non-poor customers.”
Costello advises regulators to “consider the compromising effects that advancing affordability has on economic
efficiency and discriminatory-free rates.”

127 Howat, John. “Payment Assistance Advocacy — Defining the Terms of the Debate.” Presentation. National Energy and Utility
Affordability Conference. 2010.

128 Colton, Roger. “Getting back to our roots: On Increasing Utility Prices and the “Business Case” for Low-Income Rates.”
Presentation. National Energy and Utility Affordability Conference. 2010.



Costello has also developed six general questions for regulators to ask themselves when evaluating energy
assistance proposals:

“What is the rationale for utilities offering energy assistance to low-income customers?

What primary objectives should energy assistance have?

What should be the dollar amount of assistance?

Who should provide the funding?

What mechanism(s) should fund energy assistance?

What should be the specific assistance actions (or mechanisms), keeping in mind other regulator
objectives?”

U wnE

While the LIP has been evaluated largely on the basis of retention, reducing arrears, increased payments by

customers, the provision of information on conservation and personal finances, decreased disconnections, and

reduced address changes, Costello identified nine criteria for determining the effectiveness of energy assistance

programs. Keeping in mind that “no single energy assistance action comes out favorably in meeting all

criteria,” “regulators should consider any action that satisfies the vast majority of these criteria as desirable.”

The nine criteria are:

“Benefits should accrue only to low-income households.

2. The recipients of energy assistance should receive maximum benefits relative to the dollars spent.

3. Consumer information and education should make eligible households aware of the available assistance
and ways to reduce their energy bills.

4. Benefits to recipients of energy assistance should positively correlate with their actual energy costs or

energy burden.

Energy assistance should avoid large efficiency losses or cross-subsidization.

Energy assistance should have reasonable administrative and implementation costs.

Funding should have a tolerable financial effect on individual subsidizing customers.

Energy assistance should result in reduced collection costs, service disconnections, arrearages, and debt

write-offs.

9. Energy assistance should promote equity.

=
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Community Involvement and Outreach
Entergy, a utility delivering electricity to 2.6 million customers in Arkansas, Louisiana, Mississippi and Texas
has become a frequent case study in effectively providing energy assistance to low-income customers. Entergy
points out that its territory includes four of the top five most impoverished states. According to Linda Barnes,
Entergy’s manager of low-income initiatives, “The sheer number of families in our region living in poverty is
overwhelming.” On top of the underlying problems, the 2005 Atlantic hurricane season, in which major
hurricanes Katrina and Rita devastated its service region, presented a unique challenge. Entergy has been
praised for its success in helping its low-income customers through the crises and offers these tips from their
successful strategies:
e “Set corporate incentive measures—Entergy set weatherization education as a corporate goal and
encouraged employees and retirees to contribute by matching volunteer time with grants.
e Distribute grants to community action agencies—Grants allow for customer education and
conservation programs at the local level.
e Create an ally network—Relationships with agencies and advocacy groups allow the utility to
reach those organizations’ clients.
e Host community outreach programs—These help establish direct connections with consumers.

129 Costello, Ken. “Criteria for Determining the Effectiveness of Utility-Initiated Energy Assistance.” The Electricity Journal. Vol. 23,
Issue 3. April 2010.



e Hold annual low-income development summits—These meetings with community action
agencies allow Entergy to provide training, communicate about new programs and identify
future needs.

o Keep advocates informed—Entergy has a newsletter that informs the ally network about
programs and keeps energy efficiency top-of-mind.

e Offer agencies printed materials—Entergy has a fulfillment center that distributes bulk materials
to advocates for distribution.

e Connect with churches in rural areas—Church leaders are strong spokespersons and good
recruiters for volunteers.”

Entergy has successfully done these things, which has increased its corporate profile, increased dialogue with
customers and advocates, and helped them create a plan to address customers’ needs in the wake of America’s
most costly environmental disaster.’*® It can serve as a model for the value of community involvement and
outreach by utilities.

Community Organization Involvement

Utilities often remove community organization involvement from energy assistance programs because of
increased administrative costs. However, several academics have argued against this. According to Chartwell,
a research organization devoted to the utility industry, “Successful utilities regularly interface with
organizations in their network to keep the energy efficiency programs top of mind. The array of available social
programs and resources can be massive and difficult for them to keep track of, and energy efficiency programs
must vie for attention. Special community events, seminars and printed material all help cement the
relationship.” Entergy has successfully used its network to help its future. “Regular meetings with agency
personnel also provide Entergy with feedback and insight into future needs. Entergy also fuels the relationships
through its Advocate Power newsletter and a fulfillment center that enables advocates to order bulk materials,
such as brochures, to provide to clients.” The involvement of community agencies can also help keep
customers informed of the programs it provides, reach customers with special needs, overcome language and
cultural barriers, and put a middle man between the customer and the utility. According to program managers,
it can sometimes be difficult for customers to trust the utility when it offers an assistance program. Virginia
Walsh, Marketing Coordinator at Long Island Power Authority, told Chartwell, “I think there’s a certain basic
distrust of utilities. That’s the sense | get when I’m out in a crowd.”

Program Eligibility

This report’s survey of types of programs found that for low-income customers, most programs follow (or
slightly expand upon) the state’s eligibility criteria for LIHEAP. Many programs also include the elderly,
people with disabilities, those experiencing an emergency, and active duty members of the military. The more
comprehensive programs include all of these potentially at-risk populations. There does not appear to be a best
practice, though common practice is to include the entire at-risk population.

Initial Energy Audits

Because every home and customer is different, individualized in-home energy audits provide a best practice in
where to start. They provide a starting point for the utility, community organizations and the customer to
identify what type of program will work and is needed for the customer. Audits can also easily identify and
immediately address weatherization needs. The heavy administration and customer contact/case management
that is needed at the front end of the program generally offsets the savings to both the customer and utility.

Chartwell identified National Grid’s (National Grid serves customers that live on either side of the Hudson
between New York City and Albany, NY, but does not serve those cities) approach as a best practice. Its
program includes a comprehensive in-home audit to identify weatherization and other energy efficiency

B30« ow Income Energy Efficiency Programs.” Chartwell, Inc. February 2007.



necessities and other measure that can be taken to reduce usage. It sends an auditor to the home with a software
program that “was created in-house to detail savings calculations for each appliance and give suggested actions.
The software enables use of a 24-month billing history — sent electronically directly to the auditor from National
Grid - to reliably [calculate] the customer’s consumption. Refrigerators and high-use appliances are metered,;
the software provides data on the top 10 appliance categories in the home in terms of electric use and how much
each category contributed to the electric usage of the home. The data is presented in graph form because
National Grid has found that visualizing their electric usage helps customers prioritize their actions, explains
David Legg, principal analyst. “‘We’ve evaluated the program multiple times [including] following up on how
many customers are actually implementing the actions,” he adds. ‘We found, on average, customers implement
three to four actions per household.””*3

Education Component

A necessary component of energy assistance programs is education. The Task Force stakeholders agree that the
education component has merit, though they disagree on what it will look like. Several programs have had
success with workshops, in-home audits, and case management models of customer education.

However, there exists a disconnect between learning and applying the knowledge. According to APPRISE
policy expert Jackie Berger’s 2008 presentation to the National Energy and Utility Affordability Conference,
Colorado legislated an education program to provide “immediate savings to a large group of households.” Her
presentation reviewed three education program models. The first was a direct install, where resources were
directed to targeted neighborhoods and households and energy efficiency measures and information was
furnished immediately. The second was a workshop model where group and one-on-one work was done away
from the home to educate the customer on energy efficiency and customers were left with an energy kit (light
bulb, showerhead, hot water thermometer, fridge/freezer thermometer, energy guide and instruction manuals).
The third model was mailing a kit that contained two light bulbs, a showerhead, and energy-saving literature.
All of the participants in the model were also given a survey to assess each model’s effectiveness, the recall and
retention rate, energy saving actions, satisfaction with the measures, and household savings. In the case of the
light bulbs, those attending workshops and receiving mailings used them half as much as those who received a
direct install. The showerhead received a gradual decline in usage from 55% using after direct install, 44% after
the workshop, and 31% after a mass mailing. When participants were asked about changes in energy usage
behavior, those attending a workshop changed the most, with 57% reporting a change. Only 26% and 25% of
direct install customers and mass mailing customers declared a change in behavior, respectively. In nearly
every category (reduced heat and air conditioning, discarded unused refrigerator, turn off computers not in use,
turn off lights not in use, wash clothes in cold water), those attending workshops changed behavior more than
their counterparts. However, kWh savings estimates were highest among those receiving a direct install, and
they also reported the highest net value.*

Quantec, which provides research services to the utility industry, also examined education programs. It
compared ten programs in seven states and “found the most effective energy education includes client-specific
messages, an action focus, a highly interactive atmosphere with hands-on learning opportunities, the translation
of energy impacts to dollars saved, written commitments from clients, and follow-up with participants.”

Best practices, according to Quantec, include the need to “educate participants on the energy using equipment in
their homes,” “appeal to different learning styles,” “connect energy to money,” “gift low-cost, energy-efficiency
measures (light bulbs, showerheads, aerators),” “engage children in energy efficiency,” “schedule energy

BL«|_ow Income Energy Efficiency Programs.” Chartwell, Inc. February 2007.
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education in coordination with the LIHEAP application process,” and “hold sessions in coordination with other
agency activities or in conjunction with community events.”**®

According to the APPRISE survey, the learning and applying disconnect does exist with those attending
workshops. They reported changing their behavior the most, but did not receive the benefits that the direct
install participants had. While this does not settle what type of education is best, it does provide a best practice
for evaluating the results of education components. It also suggests that having both a direct install (or in-home
service of some kind) and workshop will change behavior and save low-income customers and the utility
money. According to the Quantec results, there are numerous best practices that should be employed, including
in-home, classroom, and child involvement.

Improving Outcomes
APPRISE evaluated four utility programs in Pennsylvania, where utilities are required to have Customer
Assistance Programs (CAPs), and found several program components that may improve outcomes. These
included:
e “Providing benefits to customers that are related to the amount of assistance that they need.
e Allowing customers to continue to participate in the program, even after they have paid off their full
arrearage.
e Providing an arrearage forgiveness component that is tied to bill payment compliance, and educating
customers about this requirement.
e Providing customers with an incentive to apply for LIHEAP assistance.
e Charging the customers an amount that is at least as much as they paid in the year prior to enrollment.
e Providing the customers (even those who do not participate in the program) with a fixed monthly
payment.”

Where No Best Practice is Clear

There is no clear best practice available for enrollment procedures, program funding, and failure criteria. These
program components vary widely by utility. Enrollment is done by many methods and by the different program
administrators (government, utility or community organization) over the phone, online, or at the administering
agency’s door. Common practice is for program funding to come from several sources including utility
operating funds, utility employee or shareholder donations, utility matching funds, government sources, fuel
funds, and private donations. Failure criteria commonly include missing a monthly payment or not complying
with some other program requirement, though no best practice is clear. Some of the lack of best practices with
these components can be explained by the variations in statute and regulation by states.

133 Drakos, Jamie. “Impact of Flipping the Switch: Evaluating the Effectiveness of Low-Income Residential Energy Education
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6. CONCLUSIONS

There are four issues that the Low Income Task Force is addressing: customer payments, arrears, disconnects,
and usage. These problems have been addressed by several discrete policy systems that are often disjointed and
administered with little to no coordination.

Payments

To address payment, the federal government has established LIHEAP and loan programs; state governments
have instituted percentage of income payment plans (PIPP), have required utilities to offer energy assistance
programs, provided emergency assistance, created tax rebates and credits, mandated discounts, and created
funds to distribute assistance money; and municipal governments rarely have emergency assistance or loan
programs available.

Utilities have created programs like LIP, and have offered budget programs, financial education, bill credits,
discounts, and emergency assistance from funds.

Community organizations have created direct assistance programs to help at-risk populations with energy needs,
and have partnered with governments and utilities to administer their energy assistance programs.

Arrears
To address arrears, utilities have created programs that include a forgiveness component if participants meet
certain requirements while in the program.

Disconnects
To address disconnects, states have established varying levels of shutoff moratoriums. These include date and
temperature-based moratoriums, though not all states have either one.

Usage

To address usage, the federal government and state governments have created weatherization programs that
lower customers’ bills and provide an investment into the home. Utilities and community organizations have
also created weatherization programs and sometimes provide in-home audits and conservation/efficiency
education programs.

Based on a case study of similarly impoverished cities, Milwaukee stacks up well in terms of its level of
available energy assistance. However, without LIP, Milwaukee’s low-income population will be in a
comparatively worse situation.

A review of best practices provides some useful context for evaluating LIP and can guide the discussion on
modifying or replacing it.



7. Recommendations

There are two broad recommendations based on this report’s survey of programs, its case study of Milwaukee
and other impoverished cities, and its review of best practices. The first is within the Task Force’s mission of
addressing the lack of energy assistance available to the Milwaukee-area low-income population that the Public
Service Commission of Wisconsin’s decision will lead to. The Low-Income Task Force should propose a
modified LIP that includes both the best/common practices identified, and retains the LIP program components
that are successful and in line with best/common practices. The second is a recommendation to encourage and
facilitate the development of a comprehensive policy system to address energy assistance needs.

Modify LIP

The Task Force should propose modifications to LIP based on the best practices, and the common

types/practices of programs outlined in this report. Those practices and program components are as follows:
e Provide initial in-home audits (with a weatherization component);

o In-home audits have been identified as a best practice in evaluating the needs of customers and
are a best practice for opening households to providing energy efficiency training and
weatherization service.

e Continue education component, but pilot different types of education (workshops, schools, mailings) to
determine whom to target with which type of education and to determine each method’s effectiveness;

o0 There is general agreement among experts that education is a necessary component of any
energy assistance program, but the learning versus applying disconnect remains a significant
hurdle that pilot programs could work to nullify.

e Expand enrollment cap and time period as pragmatic.

0 There are programs similar to LIP with tens of thousands of participants taking part for longer
periods of time. Some of these programs even demonstrate a better retention rate and are
permanent programs.

These modifications should be proposed while also proposing retention of the components of LIP that are sound
and in line with best practices and other programs similar to LIP:
e Continue community organization involvement;

o0 This component is a common component amongst programs similar to LIP and is identified as a
best practice.

e Continue to follow state LIHEAP eligibility.

o This is both a common and best practice identified in the literature review conduced for this
report.

¢ Include the community organization’s current case management component that automatically enrolls
participants in other assistance programs available to them if they are willing.

o This component significantly helps participants attain self-sufficiency in areas other than utility
bills.

e Tie forgiveness to payment;
e Require participants to receive LIHEAP.

Other recommendations:
e The Task Force must recognize the Public Service Commission’s concerns, and ready stopgap measures
if its proposal is rejected.
e The Task Force stakeholders should continue an open dialogue (perhaps a monthly meeting) about the
program that is proposed/created and other energy-related needs of the Milwaukee-area at-risk
population.



o This will help the stakeholders remain in communication and able to share concerns and jointly
evaluate the progress of implementing the proposal if it’s approved, or discuss alternative
solutions if it is rejected.

o This has been identified as a best practice.

e The stakeholders should explore legislative options targeting the energy assistance needs of Milwaukee-
area and Wisconsin-wide at-risk populations.

e The Task Force should consider proposing a permanent program that has some components as pilots,
especially those components that the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin was most concerned
about.

e The Task Force should be prepared to justify every piece of its proposal, while being mindful of the
evaluation criteria laid out by best practices.

This population is We Energies customers and is everyone’s neighbors with or without this program, and the
Public Service Commission needs to see the results/consequences of having a program versus not having a low-
income energy assistance program.

Create A Comprehensive and Individually Tailored Policy System

The Task Force is focused on creating a program to replace or modify LIP. A comprehensive approach from all
stakeholders in Wisconsin’s low-income energy assistance policy system is needed to attack the four policy
problems (payments, arrears, usage and disconnects). This charge is seemingly outside of the Task Force’s
current mission.

Based on this report, the government, utility, and community stakeholders of the Low Income Task Force
should encourage and facilitate the establishment of a comprehensive and coordinated policy system to address
the energy needs of Wisconsinites that are somehow at-risk, low-income, elderly, people with disabilities, and
active duty members of the military.

There is no best practice identified that addresses all at-risk customers’ energy needs. However, a
comprehensive policy system would include:

e Simplified enrollment gateways that also offer customers the opportunity to enroll in all benefits
programs for which they qualify.

e Evaluation mechanisms (an in-home audit, where pragmatic, according to best practices) for eligibility
and need.

e Placement in appropriate component(s) (as some customers will need more or less assistance than
others, and some will need different types) within a comprehensive benefits matrix that includes
components administered by the government, utility, and community organizations (payment/budget
plan, arrearage forgiveness plan, discounts/bill credits, education, weatherization, and case
management).

e A mechanism for periodic evaluation of progress towards self-sufficiency.

This program’s systematic enrollment, evaluation, and tailored benefits matrix would address the needs of each
at-risk customer and give the customer the tools needed to attain self-sufficiency. This type of program would
require significant resources from the government and utility. It would also require the state to pass legislation.
While this may not be politically viable on a statewide scale, a pilot program could evaluate this comprehensive
and tailored approach, and potentially open the door to a large-scale implementation.
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Appendix A. SHUTOFF MORATORIUMS BY STATE

Source: Available from the LIHEAP Clearinghouse at
<http://liheap.ncat.org/Disconnect/SeasonalDisconnect.htm>

State

Date-
based

Protection
Dates

Temperature-
based

Temperature

Seasonal Policy

Note: These policies may not apply to all utilities in a given state. In general, municipal utilities and
rural electric cooperatives are not regulated and the policies do not apply to them. For more details
and consumer referrals, see state disconnect narratives.

Alabama no Yes <32°F
Alaska no No No disconnect for seriously
ill, disabled.
Arizona no Yes <32°F
Arkansas yes 11/1-3/31 Yes <32° For No disconnect for elderly
12/1-3/31 >05° F or disabled or medical
emergency.
California no no
Colorado no no
Connecticut yes 11/1-5/1 no No disconnect for hardship
customers.
Delaware yes 11/15 - 4/15 yes 20° F or
below
District of no yes <32°F
Columbia
Florida no no
Georgia yes 11/15 - 3/15 yes <32°F No disconnect if illness
and summer or Nat. would be aggravated.
months Weather
Service
Heat
Advisory or
Excessive
Heat Warning
in effect
Hawaii No no
Idaho yes 12/1 - 2/28 no Disconnect ban for
households with children
under 18, elderly age 62 or
older, or infirm.
llinois yes 12/1 - 3/31 yes <32°F
and summer >=05° F
months
Indiana yes 12/1 - 3/15 no Prohibits disconnect if
customer qualifies for
public assistance.
lowa yes | 11/1-4/1 yes <20° F
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Kansas yes 11/1 - 3/31 yes <35°F
Kentucky No no
Louisiana No no
Maine yes 11/15 - 4/15 no Must agree to special
payment arrangement
Maryland yes 11/1 - 3/31 no <32°For
below or if
the
temperature
exceeds 95
degrees for 24
of the next 72
hours
Massachusetts yes 11/15 - no Disconnect not permitted if
household includes child
4/30(elec <12 months, seriously ill
tric)y 1 member or all residents are
1/15 - 65 or older. If the elderly
4/30 hous_ehold is Iow_-income
and includes a minor, the
(gas) protection against
termination will apply.
DPU
asked
regulated
utilities
to extend
protectio
n to May
1
Michigan yes 11/1 - 3/31 no Winter Protection Plan for
elderly 65 years or older,
recipients of Medicaid,
Food Stamps or state
emergency relief, full- time
active military personnel or
persons needing critical
care or having a certified
medical emergency.
Households with income
less than 150% of federal
poverty guidelines must be
enrolled in a payment plan.
Minnesota yes 10/15 - 4/15 | Disconnect ban

for residential
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electricity
service when
an excessive
heat watch,
heat advisory,
or excessive
heat warning
has been issued
by the National

Weather
Service

Mississippi yes 12/1 - 3/31 no

Missouri yes 11/1 - 3/31 yes <32°F

Montana yes 11/1 - 4/1 yes No disconnect

when the
temperature at
8am.is
below 32° F
or if freezing
temperatures
are forcast for
the next 24
hours for
customers
receiving
public
assistance or
if household
member is age
62 or older or
disabled.

Nebraska yes 11/1 - 3/31 no No disconnect for low-
income natural gas
customers with proof of
eligibility for energy
assistance.

Nevada No no

New Hampshire yes 11/15 - 3/31 no

New Jersey yes 11/15-3/15 | yes (summer) | 95°or above | Disconnect ban for

customers receiving
Lifeline, LIHEAP, TANF,
SSI, PAAD or GA or
households unable to pay
overdue amounts due to
unemployment, medical
expenses, or recent death
of spouse. If eligible for
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Winter Termination
Program, can't disconnect
if 90° F or above for
following 48 hours.

New Mexico yes 11/15 - 3/15 no Must be current with
payments or have entered
into a payment agreement
and are current with that
aggreement by Nov. 15

New York yes 2-week no

period
encompassin
g Christmas
and New
Years

North Carolina yes 11/1 - 3/31 no No disconnect for elderly,
disabled, and customers
who are eligible for the
Energy Crisis Assistance
Program.

North Dakota No no

Ohio yes 10/19 - 4/15 no Medical certification
program.

Oklahoma yes 11/15 - 4/15 yes <32°F

(daytime),
<20° F (night)
or >103° F

Oregon No no

Pennsylvania yes 12/1 - 3/31 no

Rhode Island yes 11/1 - 4/30 yes No Disconnect ban for elderly,

termination if | disabled, seriously ill,

National households with child

Weather under 2 years old, or

Service issues | recipients of

a heat unemployment

advisory or compensation, federal

excessive heat | heating assistance or have

warning. income 75% or less of state
median income.

South Carolina No yes December | Disconnection

1-March 31

is suspended
when the
average
forecasted
temperature is
32°For
below for a
45-hour
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period.
South Dakota yes 11/1 - 3/31 no
Tennessee no yes <32°F
Texas no yes <32°For No disconnect for elderly
during heat | 65 years or older and
advisory critical care customers until
Oct. 1.
Utah yes 11/15 - 3/15 no
Vermont yes 11/1 - 3/31 no <10°For
<32° F for
households
with elderly
age 62 or
older.
Virginia no no
Washington yes 11/1 - 3/31 no
West Virginia yes 12/1 - 2/28 no
Wisconsin yes 11/1 - 4/15 yes Prohibited when heat
advisory from the National
Weather Service is in
effect.
Wyoming yes 11/1 - 4/30 yes Disconnection

only if above
32°F




Low Income Pilot Task Force — Final Report

APPENDIX P - BEST PRACTICES PRESENTATION



ENERGY

ASSISTANCE

AN EXPLORATION OF
SOLUTIONS TO LoOw-
INCOME POPULATIONS’
ENERGY NEEDS

PRESENTED BY: MICHAEL BARE, INDEPENDENT
RESEARCH CONSULTANT

RETAINED BY: DAVID RIEMER, COMMUNITY
ADVOCATES PUBLIC PoLICY
INSTITUTE
Public Palicy
Institute
PRESENTED TO: Low INCOME PILOT TASK FORCE

OUTLINE

WHAT ENERGY ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS ADDRESS
TYPES OF PROGRAMS
— GOVERNMENT PROGRAMS
* FEDERAL
¢ STATE
e MUNICIPALITY
— UTILITY PROGRAMS
— COMMUNITY-BASED PROGRAMS
— PARTNERSHIP PROGRAMS
CASE STUDIES OF IMPOVERISHED CITIES
— DETROIT
— CLEVELAND
— BUFFALO
— MILWAUKEE
=SriLolls
BEST PRACTICES
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
WHAT TO TAKE AWAY




WHAT ENERGY ASSISTANCE
PROGRAMS ADDRESS

é * Low-INCOME POPULATIONS'
B PROBLEMS WITH:

PAYMENTS

ARREARAGES

USAGE

|

DISCONNECTS

TYPES OF PROGRAMS

¢ GOVERNMENT
PROGRAMS

¢ UTILITY PROGRAMS

* COMMUNITY-BASED
PROGRAMS

¢+ PARTNERSHIP
PROGRAMS




GOVERNMENT PROGRAMS

» Federal

» State

* Municipality

FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT
P R O G RAM S Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program

THE LOW-INCOME HOME ENERGY ASSISTANCE
PROGRAM (LIHEAP)

LIHEAPR IS A BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM FOR STATES, TRIBES AND
TERRITORIES.

PROGRAM PROVIDES HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOMES AT OR BELOW
150% OF FEDERAL POVERTY LEVEL, OR 60% OF STATE MEDIAN
INCOME, WHICHEVER IS HIGHER. STATES CAN, HOWEVER, SET
LOWER LIMITS.

ACCORDING TO THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN
SERVICES, 5.4 MILLION HOUSEHOLDS RECEIVE HEATING OR
WINTER CRISIS PAYMENTS, AND 600,000 HOUSEHOLDS RECEIVE
COOLING ASSISTANCE.

SOURCE: CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE




FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT
PROGRAMS

THE WEATHERIZATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM (WAP)

THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY (DOE) PROVIDES FUNDING TO
STATES, U.S. TERRITORIES, AND TRIBES TO MANAGE
WEATHERIZATION PROGRAMS,

THE GOVERNMENTS PARTNER WITH LOCAL COMMUNITY-BASED
ORGANIZATIONS AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS TO PROVIDE
SERVICES TO LOW-INCOME POPULATIONS.

OVER THE PAST 33 YEARS, WAP HAS WEATHERIZED 6.4 MILLION
HOMES.

FAMILIES RECEIVE AN ANNUAL AVERAGE SAVINGS OF ABOUT $437.

SOURCE: U.5. DOE

pnl

FEDERAL LJ—~SDA

'__7‘_-— \\_—:
GOVERNMENT _ [F)‘gvreall)pment
p R O G RA M S Committed to the future of rural communities.

USDA LOANS FOR RURAL HOMEOWNERS

THE U.S. DEPARTMENT AGRICULTURE PROVIDES LOANS TO LOW-
INCOME RURAL HOMEOWNERS WHICH CAN BE USED TO REPAIR OR
MODERNIZE A HOME, INCLUDING WEATHERIZATION AND EFFORTS
TO REMOVE HEALTH AND SAFETY HAZARDS.

LOANS ARE PROVIDED UP TO $20,000,
LOANS CAN BE MATCHED BY STATE FOR UP TO $7,500.

LOANS ARE MADE AT 1% INTEREST OVER 20 YEARS.

SOURCE: USDA




FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT
PROGRAMS

PoLicy MAP

STATE PROGRAMS |PAYMENTS | ARREARAGES |USAGE | SHUTOFF

LIHEAP X

WAP X X

LOANS X X

CONNECTICUT REQUIRES ALL PUBLIC GAS UTILITIES TO OPERATE AN
CALIFORNIA'S ALTERNATE RATES FOR ENERGY (CARE) PROVIDES
PENNSYLVANIA MANDATES THAT UTILITIES OPERATE CUSTOMER

MAINE REQUIRES TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION UTILITIES TO

STATE
GOVERNMENT
PROGRAMS

STATES THAT REQUIRE UTILITIES TO HAVE ENERGY
ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

ARREARAGE FORGIVENESS PROGRAM,

20% RATE DISCOUNTS ON ELECTRIC AND GAS BILLS.

ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS (CAP).

CREATE LOW-INCOME ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS (LIAP).




STATE
GOVERNMENT
PROGRAMS

STATES THAT HAVE ESTABLISHED BILL ASSISTANCE
PROGRAMS

BOTH OHIO AND ILLINOIS HAVE LEGISLATED PERCENTAGE OF
INCOME PAYMENT PROGRAMS (PIFPP). IN OH, 10% OF A LOW-
INCOME CUSTOMER'S INCOME GOES TO GAS, AND 5% TO
ELECTRIC. INIL, 6% OF A LOW-INCOME CUSTOMER'S INCOME

GOES TO THE UTILITY.

MARYLAND'S ELECTRIC UNIVERSAL SERVICE PROGRAM (EUSP) IS A
STATE-OPERATED PROGRAM THAT PROVIDES BILL ASSISTANCE
AND ARREARAGE FORGIVENESS.

THE OREGON ENERGY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM (OEAP) PROVIDES
BILL PAYMENT AND CRISIS ASSISTANCE TO LOW-INCOME
OREGONIANS. IN 2006, THE PROGRAM SERVED 66,000 CLIENTS.

STATE
GOVERNMENT
PROGRAMS

SHUTOFF MORATORIUMS

ELEVEN STATES HAVE NO SHUTOFF MORATORIUM AT ALL:
— AK (EXCEPT FOR ILL AND PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES), CA, CO, FL, HI,
KY, LA, NV, ND, OR AND VA,

17 STATES DO NOT HAVE DATE-BASED SHUTOFF MORATORIUMS:
- AL, AK, AR, CA, CO, DC, FL, HI, KY, LA, NV, ND, OR, SC, TN, TX, AND
VA

THIRTY-ONE STATES HAVE NO TEMPERATURE-BASED
MORATORIUM, THOSE STATES THAT DO HAVE TEMPERATURE-
BASED MORATORIUMS OFTEN DISALLOW SHUTOFFS WHEN THE
TEMPERATURE IS BELOW 32°F OR ABOVE 925°F OR WHEN A HEAT
ADVISORY OR WARNING IS IN EFFECT.




STATE
; GOVERNMENT
PROGRAMS

N

CONDITIONAL SHUTOFF MORATORIUMS

DURING MICHIGAN'S MORATORIUM, ELIGIBLE CUSTOMERS CAN
MAKE MONTHLY PAYMENTS OF AT LEAST 7% OF THEIR
ESTIMATED ANNUAL BILL, ALONG WITH A PORTION OF PAST-DUE
AMOUNTS AND AVOID SHUTOFFS.

OHIO HAS A WINTER RECONNECT ORDER, WHICH ALLOWS
CUSTOMERS WITH DISCONNECTED ELECTRICITY OR THE THREAT
OF A DISCONNECTION TO PAY $175 AND POSSIBLY A
RECONNECTION FEE OF NO MORE THAN $36 TO RESTORE OR
MAINTAIN SERVICE.

STATE
GOVERNMENT
PROGRAMS

WEATHERIZATION AND USAGE

STATES ADMINISTER THE FEDERAL WEATHERIZATION ASSISTANCE
PROGRAM (WAP).

NEVADA’sS UNIVERSAL ENERGY CHARGE (UEC)
EFFICIENCY VERMONT
OREGON'S PUBLIC PURPOSE CHARGE

OHIO'S UNIVERSAL SERVICE FUND (USF) OPERATES THE ELECTRIC
PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM (EPP)

PENNSYLVANIA REQUIRES THE STATE'S 15 MAJOR GAS AND
ELECTRIC UTILITIES TO PARTICIPATE IN THE LOW INCOME USAGE

REDUCTION PROGRAM (| ILIRP)




STATE
GOVERNMENT
PROGRAMS

af

et 0
PR |

EMERGENCY RELIEF

SEVERAL NORTHERN STATES HAVE EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE
FUNDING AVAILABLE FOR LOW-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS.

— MICHIGAN'S STATE EMERGENCY RELIEF (SER)
— INDIANA'S “POOR RELIEF"
— NEW HAMPSHIRE’'S LOCAL WELFARE OFFICES

— VERMONT’S GENERAL ASSISTANCE FUND

e STATE
o GOVERNMENT
il PROGRAMS

TAX REBATES AND CREDITS

COLORADO TAX/RENT/HEAT REBATE

MICHIGAN HOME HEATING TAX CREDIT

WYOMING REBATE TO PECPLE WITH DISABILITIES AND SENIORS




(6]

DISCOUNT

PRICED

STATE
GOVERNMENT
PROGRAMS

DISCOUNTS AND FEE WAIVERS

COMMON.
MASSACHUSETTS LAW REQUIRES UTILITIES TO PROVIDE DISCOUNTS.

MINNESOTA LAW REQUIRES UTILITIES WITH MORE THAN 200,000
CUSTOMERS (APPLIES ONLY TO XCEL ENERGY) TO DISCOUNT RATES
BY 50% ON THE FIRST 300KWH OF LOW-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS'
USAGE.

GEORGIA REQUIRES UTILITIES TO WAIVE MONTHLY FEES FOR SENIORS
WHO OWN THEIR HOME AND HAVE ANNUAL INCOME BELOW $12,000.

STATE
GOVERNMENT
PROGRAMS

4

(o] LESSNESS E TIO

MANY STATES HAVE HOMELESSNESS PREVENTION PROGRAMS
THAT HAVE COMPONENTS AIMED AT ENERGY ASSISTANCE.

MASSACHUSETTS'S RESIDENT ASSISTANCE FOR FAMILIES IN
TRANSITION (RAFT) PROGRAM PROVIDES GRANTS OF UP TO
$3,000 TO FAMILIES IN DANGER OF HOMELESSNESS. FUNDS
CAN BE USED TOWARDS UTILITY BILLS, AMONG OTHER THINGS.




STATE
GOVERNMENT
PROGRAMS

FUNDS

STATES HAVE ESTABLISHED FUNDS TO PAY FOR ENERGY
ASSISTANCE:

— TEXAS SYSTEM BENEFIT FUND (SBF)
= VERMONT WEATHERIZATION TRUST FUND (WTF)
= ILLINOIS'S SUPPLEMENTAL LOW-INCOME ENERGY ASSISTANCE FUND (SLEAF)

— KENTUCKY'S WINTERCARE FUND

UNFORTUNATELY, MANY OF THESE FUNDS ARE RAIDED BY STATE
LEGISLATURES TO FUND NEEDS OTHER THAN LOW-INCOME
ENERGY ASSISTANCE.

STATE
GOVERNMENT
PROGRAMS

PoLicy MAP

STATE PROGRAMS PAYMENTS ARHEARAGES USAGE SHUTOFF

BILL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS X

FPIPP X

EMERGENCY RELIEF

TAX REBATES AND CREDITS

DISCOUNTS

FEE WAIVERS

FUNDS

XXX XXX [X|X
X

EMERGENCY RELIEF

FORGIVENESS PROGRAMS X

WEATHERIZATION

X[

ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAMS

X

DATE-BASED MORATORIUMS

TEMPERATURE-BASED MORATORIUMS

X[X|X

CONDITIONAL MORATORIUMS | X X




MUNICIPALITY
PROGRAMS

EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE

SEVERAL BIG CITIES OPERATE EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS.

CHICAGO'S EMERGENCY HOUSING ASSISTANCE PROGRAM (EHAP)
PROVIDES GRANTS FOR LOW-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS THAT ARE IN
SERIOUS DISREPAIR. FUNDS HELP FIX PROBLEMS IN HOMES THAT
CAUSE ENERGY INEFFICIENCY.

THE CITY OF LEESBURG, FL, PROVIDES $100 GRANTS THROUGH ITS
CITIZENS UTILITY RELIEF EFFORT (CURE). THE GRANTS ARE
GENERALLY USED IN THE EVENT OF SUDDEN UNEMPLOYMENT OR
ILLNESS/INJURY.

DISCOUNT
PRICED MUNICIPALITY

PROGRAMS

DISCOUNTS

A FEW CITIES AND COUNTIES REQUIRE UTILITIES TO PROVIDE
DISCOUNTS FOR LOW-INCOME CUSTOMERS, CUSTOMERS WITH
DISABILITIES, AND THOSE WHO ARE ELDERLY,

THE CITY OF ASHLAND, OR, FOR EXAMPLE, MAKES UTILITY
DISCOUNTS AVAILABLE TO ASHLAND RESIDENTS OVER THE AGE
OF 85 WHO QUALIFY AS LOW-INCOME. THEY RECEIVE A 20% TO
30% DISCOUNT ON CITY UTILITIES (WATER, WASTEWATER, AND
ELECTRIC).

11



MUNICIPALITY
PROGRAMS

PoLiCcY MAP

MUNICIPALITY PROGRAMS |PAYMENTS | ARREARAGES |USAGE | SHUTOFF

EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE X

DISCOUNTS X

UTILITY
PROGRAMS

PROGRAMS LIKE LIP

BERKSHIRE GAS - RESIDENTIAL ARREARAGE MANAGEMENT
PROGRAM

CENTRAL HUDSON GAS & ELECTRIC - POWERFUL OPPORTUNITY
PROGRAM

AMEREN UE - KEEPING CURRENT

NSTAR - ARREARAGE FORGIVENESS PROGRAM

CONNECTICUT LIGHT & POWER - NUSTART

FIRSTENERGY - CUSTOMER ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

NATIONAL FUEL - LOW INCOME RESIDENTIAL ASSISTANCE
DOMINION PEOPLES - CUSTOMER ASSISTANCE PROGRAM
PHILADELPHIA GAS WORKS - CUSTOMER RELIABILITY PROGRAM
T.W. PHILLIPS - ENERGY HELP FUND

PPL ELECTRIC UTILITIES - ON TRACK

12



PROGRAMS LIKE LIP

SEE PAGE 15 OF REPORT FOR FULL TABLE.
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UTILITY
PROGRAMS

INFHOME AUDITS AND WEATHERIZATION

THERE ARE SEVERAL UTILITIES THAT PROVIDE IN-HOME AUDITS AND
WEATHERIZATION.

— SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY'S ENERGY TEAM PROGRAM

— ALAMEDA (CA) MUNICIPAL POWER'S ENERGY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

13
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PROGRAMS

BILL CREDITS

SOME UTILITIES OFFER CREDITS ON LOW-INCOME CUSTOMERS’ BILLS
IN THE TOTAL AMOUNT OF A FEE, OR PARTIAL AMOUNT OF FEE, OR

A PREDETERMINED AMOUNT.

— FLATHEAD ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE IN MONTANA OFFERS AN $8
CREDIT, WHICH EQUALS HALF OF CUSTOMERS’ MONTHLY BASIC
CHARGE.

DISCOUNT UTILITY

PRICED

PROGRAMS

DISCOUNTS

NEARLY ALL UTILITIES OFFER SOME KIND OF DISCOUNTED RATES
FOR VARIOUS AT RISK POPULATIONS. THE DISCOUNTS ARE
TARGETED TO HELP THOSE WITH MEDICAL EQUIPMENT NEEDS, THE
ELDERLY, PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES, AND ACTIVE DUTY MEMBERS
OF THE MILITARY. AMOUNTS AND HOW THE DISCOUNT IS APPLIED

VARY GREATLY.

14



UTILITY
PROGRAMS

EDUCATION

EDUCATION IS A COMMON COMPONENT TO ENERGY ASSISTANCE
PROGRAMS.

IN-HOME

WORKSHOPS

I

SCHooL

MAILINGS

UTILITY
PROGRAMS

FUNDS

MANY UTILITIES HAVE ESTABLISHED FUNDS THAT BENEFIT LOW-
INCOME CUSTOMERS.

— CUSTOMER DONATIONS

— EMPLOYEE DONATIONS

- SHAREHOLDER DONATIONS

— MATCHING DONATIONS BY UTILITY

— COMBINATION OF DONORS

15



PoLicYy MAP

UTILITY
PROGRAMS

STATE PROGRAMS PAYMENTS | ARREARAGES | USAGE | SHUTOFF
HoLisTIc LIP-LIKE PROGRAMS X X X X
IN-HOME AUDITS X X
WEATHERIZATION X X
BILL CREDITS X
DISCOUNTS X
EDUCATION X X
FUNDS X X X
COMMUNITY-
BASED
PROGRAMS
OVERVIEW

THERE ARE MANY COMMUNITY-BASED PROGRAMS THAT ARE
OPERATED BY NON-PROFIT AGENCIES AND SOCIAL SERVICE

AGENCIES.

THESE ORGANIZATIONS RAISE FUNDS FROM PRIVATE SOURCES AND
ARE SOMETIMES FUNDED BY UTILITIES AND STATE-ESTABLISHED

FUNDS.

THEY ALSO VARY IN THE LEVEL OF SERVICE THEY PROVIDE — FROM
EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE ONLY, TO A HOLISTIC APPROACH.
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COMMUNITY-
BASED
PROGRAMS

COMMUNITY ACTION AGENCIES

LOCAL COMMUNITY ACTION AGENCIES OFTEN TAKE THE LEAD AS
ADMINISTRATORS OF LOW-INCOME ENERGY ASSISTANCE
PROGRAMS.

THESE AGENCIES ARE NONPROFIT PRIVATE AND PUBLIC
ORGANIZATIONS ESTABLISHED UNDER THE ECONOMIC
OPPORTUNITY ACT OF 1964 TO FIGHT AMERICA'S WAR ON
POVERTY.

TODAY THERE ARE APPROXIMATELY 1,000 COMMUNITY ACTION
AGENCIES, SERVING THE POOR IN EVERY STATE AS WELL AS
PUERTO RICO AND THE TRUST TERRITORIES.

COMMUNITY-
BASED
PROGRAMS

EMERGENCY RELIEF ORGANIZATIONS

THROUGH THEIR NATIONAL NETWORKS, RELIEF ORGANIZATIONS LIKE
THE UNITED WAY, RED CROSS AND SALVATION ARMY PROVIDE
LOCAL ENERGY ASSISTANCE.

THESE GROUPS GENERALLY PROVIDE EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE
ONLY, BUT IN SOME AREAS, THEY SERVE AS PARTNERS TO
UTILITIES, SOCIAL SERVICE AGENCIES, OR FUEL FUNDS TO
ADMINISTER LOW-INCOME ENERGY ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS.
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COMMUNITY-
BASED
PROGRAMS

PoLICY MAP

COMMUNITY-BASED ORGANIZATIONS | PAYMENTS | ARREARAGES |USAGE |SHUTOFF
COMMUNITY ACTION AGENCIES X X
EMERGENCY RELIEF ORGANIZATIONS X

OVERVIEW

THERE ARE MANY ENERGY ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS AND
ORGANIZATIONS THAT ARE OPERATED OR FUNDED BY SOME
PARTNERSHIP OF GOVERNMENT, UTILITIES AND COMMUNITY

ORGANIZATIONS.

PARTNERSHIP
PROGRAMS

18



|[RA)| PARTNERSHIP
Energy Outreach Colorado PROGRAMS

Helping all Coloradans afford home energy.

ENERGY OUTREACH COLORADO

ENERGY OUTREACH COLORADO (EOC) OPERATES THE UTILITY
ASSISTANCE PROGRAM.

78 ORGANIZATIONS AT 23 SITES REACHING ALL 64 COUNTIES

EOC IS FUNDED BY PRIVATE, CORPORATE AND FOUNDATION
SOURCES, AS WELL AS GOVERNMENT AND UTILITY SOURCES

EOC PROVIDES BILL. ASSISTANCE, ENERGY EFFICIENCY ASSISTANCE,
AND PROVIDES A WIDE RANGE OF OTHER SERVICES TO LOW-
INCOME COLORADOANS.

PARTNERSHIP
T] PROGRAMS

Home Energy Assistance Team

OREGON HEAT

OREGON HEAT IS A ONE-STOP SHOP THAT HELPS LOW=INCOME AND
OTHER AT-RISK OREGON UTILITY CUSTOMERS WITH THEIR ENERGY
NEEDS.

90 CENTS OF EVERY DOLLAR GO DIRECTLY TO HELP QUALIFYING
HOUSEHOLDS

THE ORGANIZATION PARTNERS WITH A VAST NETWORK OF
COMMUNITY SERVICE AGENCIES THAT ENROLL AND MANAGE LOW-
INCOME UTILITY CUSTOMERS IN NEED OF ASSISTANCE.

OREGON HEAT RECEIVES FUNDING FROM SEVERAL UTILITIES IN
OREGON, AS WELL AS PRIVATE DONATIONS.
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I‘“s PARTNERSHIP
PROGRAMS

ENERGYSMART MEMPHIS

ENERGYSMART IS A YEAR-LONG ENERGY EDUCATION AND HOME

IMPROVEMENT INITIATIVE DESIGNED TO HELP MEMPHIANS SAVE
MONEY ON THEIR ENERGY COSTS.

ENERGYSMART MEMPHIS IS A PARTNERSHIP BETWEEN MEMPHIS
LIGHT, GAS AND WATER, CITY AND COUNTY GOVERNMENT
AGENCIES, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT COUNCILS AND NON-
PROFIT ORGANIZATIONS, AND THE TENNESSEE VALLEY

AUTHORITY (TVA).

/ ‘%xff(}f!?c;Z; REACH
wisynsaranany . CARTNERSHIP
PROGRAMS

NEVADA’'S PROJECT REACH

RELIEF THROUGH ENERGY ASSISTANCE TO PREVENT CUSTOMER
HARDSHIPS (REACH) IS A PARTNERSHIP FUND BETWEEN UNITED
WAY OF SOUTHERN NEVADA, FOURTEEN COMMUNITY SERVICE
AGENCIES, AND NV ENERGY (THE AREA’S UTILITY).

IT PROVIDES ENERGY ASSISTANCE TO LOW-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS,
AS WELL AS SENIORS, PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES, CUSTOMERS
WITH LIFE-THREATENING MEDICAL CONDITIONS, HOUSEHOLDS
EXPERIENCING AN EMERGENCY, AND NATIONAL GUARD OR
RESERVE MEMBERS.

THE PROGRAM FACILITATES THE TRANSFER OF FUNDS FROM

DONORS TO AT-RISK UTILITY CUSTOMERS THROUGH PARTNER
AGENCIES.

20



PARTNERSHIP
PROGRAMS

THE FUEL FUND OF MARYLAND

THE FUEL FUND OF MARYLAND IS A NON-PROFIT ORGANIZATION
THAT RECEIVES FUNDING FROM THE GOVERNMENT, UTILITIES,
FOUNDATIONS, AND INDIVIDUALS,

THE FUEL FUND HAS HELPED AS MANY AS 18,000 INDIVIDUALS IN A
SINGLE YEAR WITH ENERGY ASSISTANCE FUNDS.

THE TARGET POPULATION IS FAMILIES AND INDIVIDUALS IN CENTRAL
MARYLAND WHO LIVE AT OR BELOW 300 PERCENT OF THE

FEDERAL POVERTY GUIDELINES.

PARTNERSHIP
PROGRAMS

PoLIcY MAP

PARTNERSHIP PROGRAMS PAYMENTS | ARREARAGES |USAGE |SHUTOFF
ENERGY OUTREACH COLORADO X X

OREGON HEAT X X

ENERGY SMART MEMPHIS X X

NEVADA'S PROJECT REACH X

THE FUEL FUND OF MARYLAND X X
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CASE STUDY OF
IMPOVERISHED
CITIES

ON SEPTEMBER 28, 2010, THE MILWAUKEE JOURNAL SENTINEL
PUBLISHED AN ARTICLE TITLED, “MILWAUKEE NOW FOURTH
POOREST CITY IN NATION,” WHICH REPORTED THAT 27% OF
MILWAUKEE’S POPULATION LIVES IN POVERTY.

THE U.S. CENSUS BUREAU’S AMERICAN COMMUNITY SURVEY
PUT MILWAUKEE'S POVERTY BEHIND DETROIT, CLEVELAND, AND
BUFFALO. ST. Louls, MO, WAS FIFTH.

THESE FOUR OTHER IMPOVERISHED CITIES PROVIDE USEFUL
CASE STUDIES FOR THIS RESEARCH BECAUSE THEY ARE
GEOGRAPHICALLY (NORTHERN CITIES IN TEMPERATE CLIMATES),
AND DEMOGRAPHICALLY SIMILAR TO MILWAUKEE.

CASE STUDY RESULTS
SEE PAGE 37 OF FULL REPORT FOR FULL TABLE.
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CASE STUDY OF
IMPOVERISHED
CITIES

THE CASE STUDY REVEALED THE FOLLOWING:

* LOW-INCOME MILWAUKEEANS MUST RELY MORE ON THE UTILITY
FOR ASSISTANCE THAN OTHER ASSISTANCE SOURCES.

* A COMPARABLE LEVEL OF SERVICE IS AVAILABLE IN BUFFALO
AND ST. LOUIS, WITH MILWAUKEE EXHIBITING A HIGH LEVEL OF
COMMUNITY ASSISTANCE IN PART BECAUSE OF THE Low
INCOME PILOT'S PARTNERSHIP WITH COMMUNITY SERVICE
AGENCIES.

* IN CLEVELAND, THE STATE PROVIDES A HIGH LEVEL OF
SERVICE, WHICH CAUSES THE OTHER SOURCES TO PROVIDE A
LOW LEVEL.

* |INDETROIT, THE LEVEL OF ASSISTANCE AVAILABLE FROM ANY
SOURCE IS LACKLUSTER.

¢ OVERALL, THE LEVEL OF SERVICE AVAILABLE TO MILWAUKEE'S
LOW-INCOME POPULATION RECEIVES A HIGH RATING.

BEST
PRACTICES

JUSTIFYING A PROGRAM - KEN COSTELLO

KEN COSTELLO'S ARTICLE TITLED “CRITERIA FOR DETERMINING THE
EFFECTIVENESS OF UTILITY-INITIATED ENERGY ASSISTANCE.”

— COSTELLO IS AN EXPERT ON ENERGY ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS AT THE
NATIONAL REGULATORY RESEARCH INSTITUTE,

*+ ENERGY ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS HAVE A POLITICAL APPEAL.

*» ENERGY ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS CAN POSITIVELY AFFECT A
UTILITY’S FINANCES.

— HOWEVER, UTILITIES MUST BE CAREFUL NOT TO LOSE EFFICIENCY AND
INCUR COSTS.
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BEST
PRACTICES

JUSTIFYING A PROGRAM - JOHN HOWATT

JOHN HOWATT IS AN ENERGY POLICY EXPERT AT THE NATIONAL
CONSUMER LAW CENTER.

* ENERGY ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS HAVE RELIABLE, PREDICTABLE
AND ROBUST FUNDING STREAMS.

¢ APPROPRIATIONS (SUCH AS LIHEAP) ARE SUBJECT TO FISCAL
UPS AND DOWNS, AS WELL AS ANNUAL DEBATE.

e UTILITIES MUST STATE THEIR BUSINESS CASE WHEN JUSTIFYING A
PROGRAM.

BEST
PRACTICES

JUSTIFYING A PROGRAM - ROGER COLTON

ROGER COLTON IS AN ENERGY EXPERT WITH A BOSTON-BASED LAW
FIRM THAT SPECIALIZES IN REGULATORY ECONOMICS AND LAW.

* |INSTATING ITS BUSINESS CASE FOR AN ENERGY ASSISTANCE
PROGRAM, A UTILITY MUST:

— “[PIERFORM A COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS OF WHETHER THE
PROGRAM DOES A BETTER JOB OF COLLECTING REVENUE AT A
LESSER COST THAN THE AVAILABLE ALTERNATIVES.”
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BEST
PRACTICES

EVALUATING A PROGRAM PROPOSAL

KEN COSTELLO HAS ALSO DEVELOPED SIX GENERAL QUESTIONS FOR
REGULATORS TO ASK THEMSELVES WHEN EVALUATING ENERGY
ASSISTANCE PROPOSALS:

1. WHAT IS THE RATIONALE FOR UTILITIES OFFERING ENERGY
ASSISTANCE TO LOW-INCOME CUSTOMERS?

2. WHAT PRIMARY OBJECTIVES SHOULD ENERGY ASSISTANCE
HAVE?

3. WHAT SHOULD BE THE DOLLAR AMOUNT OF ASSISTANCE?
4, WHO SHOULD PROVIDE THE FUNDING?
5. WHAT MECHANISM(S) SHOULD FUND ENERGY ASSISTANCE?

6. WHAT SHOULD BE THE SPECIFIC ASSISTANCE ACTIONS (OR
MECHANISMS), KEEPING IN MIND OTHER REGULATOR
OBJECTIVES?

BEST
PRACTICES

EVALUATING A PROGRAM’S RESULTS

KEN COSTELLO HAS NINE CRITERIA FOR EVALUATING RESULTS:
1. BENEFITS SHOULD ACCRUE ONLY TO LOW-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS.

2. THE RECIPIENTS OF ENERGY ASSISTANCE SHOULD RECEIVE MAXIMUM
BENEFITS RELATIVE TO THE DOLLARS SPENT.

3. CONSUMER INFORMATION AND EDUCATION SHOULD MAKE ELIGIBLE

HOUSEHOLDS AWARE OF THE AVAILABLE ASSISTANCE AND WAYS TO

REDUCE THEIR ENERGY BILLS.

BENEFITS TO RECIPIENTS OF ENERGY ASSISTANCE SHOULD POSITIVELY

CORRELATE WITH THEIR ACTUAL ENERGY COSTS OR ENERGY BURDEN.

ENERGY ASSISTANCE SHOULD AVOID LARGE EFFICIENCY LOSSES OR

CROSS SUBSIDIZATION,

ENERGY ASSISTANCE SHOULD HAVE REASONABLE ADMINISTRATIVE AND
IMPLEMENTATION COSTS.

FUNDING SHOULD HAVE A TOLERABLE FINANCIAL EFFECT ON INDIVIDUAL
SUBSIDIZING CUSTOMERS.

ENERGY ASSISTANCE SHOULD RESULT IN REDUCED COLLECTION COSTS,
SERVICE DISCONNECTIONS, ARREARAGES, AND DEBT WRITE-OFFS.
ENERGY ASSISTANCE SHOULD PROMOTE EQUITY.

LBl I 1 R L B




BEST
PRACTICES

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND OUTREACH

ENTERGY, A UTILITY DELIVERING ELECTRICITY TO 2.6 MILLION
CUSTOMERS IN ARKANSAS, LOUISIANA, MISSISSIPPI AND TEXAS
HAS BECOME A FREQUENT CASE STUDY IN EFFECTIVELY
PROVIDING ENERGY ASSISTANCE TO LOW-INCOME CUSTOMERS.
ENTERGY POINTS OUT THAT ITS TERRITORY INCLUDES FOUR OF

THE TOP FIVE MOST IMPOVERISHED S:I'ATES.

=

Pt

5 Entergy
i ServiceTerritory

BEST
PRACTICES

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND OUTREACH

ACCORDING TO LINDA BARNES, ENTERGY'S MANAGER OF LOW-
INCOME INITIATIVES, “THE SHEER NUMBER OF FAMILIES IN OUR
REGION LIVING IN POVERTY IS OVERWHELMING.”

ON TOP OF THE UNDERLYING PROBLEMS, THE 2005 ATLANTIC
HURRICANE SEASON, IN WHICH MAJOR HURRICANES KATRINA
AND RITA DEVASTATED ITS SERVICE REGION, PRESENTED A

UNIQUE CHALLENGE.

26



BEST
PRACTICES

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND OUTREACH

ENTERGY HAS BEEN PRAISED FOR ITS SUCCESS IN HELPING ITS LOW-

INCOME CUSTOMERS THROUGH THE CRISES AND OFFERS THESE
TIPS FROM THEIR SUCCESSFUL STRATEGIES:

SET CORPORATE INCENTIVE MEASURES—ENTERGY SET
WEATHERIZATION EDUCATION AS A CORPORATE GOAL AND
ENCOURAGED EMPLOYEES AND RETIREES TO CONTRIBUTE BY
MATCHING VOLUNTEER TIME WITH GRANTS.

DISTRIBUTE GRANTS TO COMMUNITY ACTION AGENCIES—
GRANTS ALLOW FOR CUSTOMER EDUCATION AND
CONSERVATION PROGRAMS AT THE LOCAL LEVEL.

CREATE AN ALLY NETWORK—RELATIONSHIPS WITH AGENCIES

AND ADVOCACY GROUPS ALLOW THE UTILITY TO REACH THOSE
ORGANIZATIONS’ CLIENTS.

BEST
PRACTICES

CONTINUED...

HOST COMMUNITY OUTREACH PROGRAMS—THESE HELP
ESTABLISH DIRECT CONNECTIONS WITH CONSUMERS.

HOLD ANNUAL LOW-INCOME DEVELOPMENT SUMMITS—THESE
MEETINGS WITH COMMUNITY ACTION AGENCIES ALLOW ENTERGY
TO PROVIDE TRAINING, COMMUNICATE ABOUT NEW PROGRAMS
AND IDENTIFY FUTURE NEEDS.

KEEP ADVOCATES INFORMED—ENTERGY HAS A NEWSLETTER
THAT INFORMS THE ALLY NETWORK ABOUT PROGRAMS AND
KEEPS ENERGY EFFICIENCY TOP-OF-MIND.

OFFER AGENCIES PRINTED MATERIALS—ENTERGY HAS A
FULFILLMENT CENTER THAT DISTRIBUTES BULK MATERIALS TO
ADVOCATES FOR DISTRIBUTION.

CONNECT WITH CHURCHES IN RURAL AREAS—CHURCH LEADERS

ARE STRONG SPOKESPERSONS AND GOOD RECRUITERS FOR
VOLUNTEERS.
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BHEST
PRACTICES

S

COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION INVOLVEMENT

ENERGY EXPERTS AGREE ABOUT THE NEED FOR COMMUNITY
ORGANIZATIONS TO BE INVOLVED IN UTILITIES' LOW-INCOME
ENERGY ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS.

— ORGANIZATIONS ARE FAMILIAR WITH THE POPULATION.
— SENSITIVE TO LANGUAGE AND CULTURAL BARRIERS.

— CANACT AS A MIDDLE MAN BETWEEN THE UTILITY AND A
CUSTOMER THAT DOESN'T TRUST THE UTILITY.

— HELPS KEEP CUSTOMERS INFORMED.

BEST
PRACTICES

ELIGIBILITY

THE SURVEY OF TYPES OF PROGRAMS FOUND THAT FOR LOW-
INCOME CUSTOMERS, MOST PROGRAMS FOLLOW (OR SLIGHTLY
EXPAND UPON) THE STATE’'S ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA FOR LIHEAP.

MANY PROGRAMS ALSO INCLUDE THE ELDERLY, PEOPLE WITH
DISABILITIES, THOSE EXPERIENCING AN EMERGENCY, AND
ACTIVE DUTY MEMBERS OF THE MILITARY.

THE MORE COMPREHENSIVE PROGRAMS INCLUDE ALL OF THESE
POTENTIALLY AT-RISK POPULATIONS.
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BEST
PRACTICES

BECAUSE EVERY HOUSEHOLD IS DIFFERENT, IN-HOME ENERGY
AUDITS ARE A BEST PRACTICE FOR EVALUATING A CUSTOMER’S
NEEDS AND POTENTIALLY PROVIDING IMMEDIATE ASSISTANCE
WITH WEATHERIZATION AND ENERGY EFFICIENCY.

NATIONAL GRID'S (EASTERN NEW YORK) PROGRAM HAS BEEN
IDENTIFIED AS A BEST PRACTICE.

— AN AUDITOR GOES TO HOUSEHOLD TO DO A COMPREHENSIVE
EVALUATION OF USAGE AND BILLING ISSUES, AND DETERMINES
COURSES OF ACTION FOR THE CUSTOMER TO IMPROVE SITUATION.

— CUSTOMERS PERFORM 3 TO 4 ACTIONS PER HOUSEHOLD ON
AVERAGE,; SAVING HUNDREDS OF DOLLARS EACH YEAR.

BEST
PRACTICES

EDUCATION COMPONENT
* EVER PRESENT LEARNING AND APPLYING DISCONNECT

A STUDY BY APPRISE EXAMINED THREE EDUCATION MODELS IN
COLORADO WITH SURVEYS AND OTHER EVALUATION TOOLS:
— DIRECT INSTALL

. TRAINER VISITED HOME AND INITIATED ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND
WEATHERIZATION EFFORTS IMMEDIATELY.

-  WORKSHOPS

' PARTICIPANTS ATTENDED GROUP AND ONE-ON-ONE WORKSHOP AWAY FROM
THE HOME.

—  MAILINGS
*  PARTICIPANTS RECEIVED INFORMATION AND ENERGY EFFICIENCY TOOLS IN
THE MAIL.

THOSE WHO RECEIVED A DIRECT INSTALL USED THE MEASURES
TWICE AS MUCH AS THOSE ATTENDING WORKSHOPS AND
RECEIVING MAILINGS., THOSE ATTENDING A WORKSHOP
CHANGED THEIR BEHAVIOR MORE THAN THE OTHERS. SAVINGS
AND NET VALUE WERE HIGHEST AMONG THOSE RECEIVING A
DIRECT INSTALL.
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BEST
PRACTICES

HOwW TO IMPROVE OUTCOMES

APPRISE EVALUATED ENERGY ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS IN
PENNSYLVANIA, WHERE UTILITIES ARE REQUIRED TO HAVE THEM.

THEY FOUND THESE COMPONENTS CAN IMPROVE OUTCOMES:

=2 PROVIDING BENEFITS TO CUSTOMERS THAT ARE RELATED TO THE AMOUNT OF
ASSISTANCE THAT THEY NEED.

== ALLOWING CUSTOMERS TO CONTINUE TO PARTICIPATE IN THE PROGRAM, EVEN
AFTER THEY HAVE PAID OFF THEIR FULL ARREARAGE.

= PROVIDING AN ARREARAGE FORGIVENESS COMPONENT THAT IS TIED TO BILL
PAYMENT COMPLIANCE, AND EDUCATING CUSTOMERS ABOUT THIS REQUIREMENT.

- PROVIDING CUSTOMERS WITH AN INCENTIVE TO APPLY FOR LIHEAP ASSISTANCE.,

= CHARGING THE CUSTOMERS AN AMOUNT THAT IS AT LEAST AS MUCH AS THEY PAID
IN THE YEAR PRIOR TO ENROLLMENT

= PROVIDING THE CUSTOMERS WITH A FIXED MONTHLY PAYMENT.

BEST
) PRACTICES

o+

WHERE NO BEST PRACTICE IS CLEAR

L) ENROLLMENT CAP AND TIME PERIOD

. PROGRAM FUNDING

L FAILURE CRITERIA
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RECOMMENDATIONS

TWO BROAD RECOMMENDATIONS

BASED ON MY RESEARCH, | HAVE TWO BROAD RECOMMENDATIONS
FOR THE TASK FORCE TO CONSIDER:

- MODIFY LIP

— CREATE A COMPREHENSIVE AND TAILORED POLICY SYSTEM

RECOMMENDATIONS

MODIFY LIP

THE TASK FORCE SHOULD PROPOSE MODIFICATIONS TO LIP BASED
ON THE BEST PRACTICES, AND THE COMMON TYPES/PRACTICES
OF PROGRAMS OUTLINED IN THIS REPORT. THOSE PRACTICES
AND PROGRAM COMPONENTS ARE AS FOLLOWS:

—  PROVIDE INITIAL IN-HOME AUDITS (WITH A WEATHERIZATION
COMPONENT);

— CONTINUE EDUCATION COMPONENT, BUT PILOT DIFFERENT
TYPES OF EDUCATION (IN-HOME/DIRECT INSTALL,
WORKSHOPS, SCHOOLS, MAILINGS) TO DETERMINE WHOM TO
TARGET WITH WHICH TYPE OF EDUCATION AND TO DETERMINE
EACH METHOD’S EFFECTIVENESS;

— EXPAND ENROLLMENT CAP AND TIME PERIOD AS PRAGMATIC.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

MODIFY LIP

THOSE MODIFICATIONS SHOULD BE PROPOSED WHILE ALSO
PROPOSING RETENTION OF THE COMPONENTS OF LIP THAT ARE
SOUND AND IN LINE WITH OTHER PROGRAMS SIMILAR TO LIP:

— CONTINUE COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION INVOLVEMENT;

— CONTINUE TO FOLLOW STATE LIHEAP ELIGIBILITY;

— INCLUDE THE COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION'S CURRENT CASE
MANAGEMENT COMPONENT THAT AUTOMATICALLY ENROLLS
PARTICIPANTS IN OTHER ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS AVAILABLE
TO THEM IF THEY ARE WILLING;

—  TIE FORGIVENESS TO PAYMENT;
— REQUIRE PARTICIPANTS TO RECEIVE LIHEAP.

RECOMMENDATIONS

OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS

THE TASK FORCE MUST RECOGNIZE THE PUBLIC SERVICE
COMMISSION’'S CONCERNS, AND READY STOPGAP MEASURES IF
ITS PROPOSAL IS REJECTED.

THE TASK FORCE STAKEHOLDERS SHOULD CONTINUE AN OPEN
DIALOGUE (PERHAPS A MONTHLY MEETING) ABOUT THE
PROGRAM THAT IS PROPOSED/CREATED AND OTHER ENERGY-
RELATED NEEDS OF THE MILWAUKEE-AREA AT-RISK
POPULATION.

THE STAKEHOLDERS SHOULD EXPLORE LEGISLATIVE OPTIONS
TARGETING THE ENERGY ASSISTANCE NEEDS OF MILWAUKEE-
AREA AND WISCONSIN-WIDE AT-RISK POPULATIONS.

THE TASK FORCE SHOULD CONSIDER PROPOSING A PERMANENT
PROGRAM THAT HAS SOME COMPONENTS AS PILOTS,
ESPECIALLY THOSE COMPONENTS THAT THE PUBLIC SERVICE
COMMISSION OF WISCONSIN WAS MOST CONCERNED ABOUT.

THE TASK FORCE SHOULD BE PREPARED TO JUSTIFY EVERY FPIECE

OF ITS PROPOSAL, WHILE BEING MINDFUL OF THE EVALUATION
CRITERIA LAID OUT BY BEST PRACTICES.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

CREATE A COMPREHENSIVE AND TAILORED
POLICY SYSTEM

THE TASK FORCE IS FOCUSED ON CREATING A PROGRAM TO
REPLACE OR MODIFY LIP. A COMPREHENSIVE APPROACH FROM
ALL STAKEHOLDERS IN WISCONSIN'S LOW-INCOME ENERGY
ASSISTANCE POLICY SYSTEM IS NEEDED TO ATTACK THE FOUR

POLICY PROBLEMS (PAYMENTS, ARREARS, USAGE AND
DISCONNECTS).

BASED ON THIS REPORT, THE GOVERNMENT, UTILITY, AND
COMMUNITY STAKEHOLDERS OF THE LOW INCOME TASK FORCE
SHOULD ENCOURAGE AND FACILITATE THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A
COMPREHENSIVE AND COORDINATED POLICY SYSTEM TO
ADDRESS THE ENERGY NEEDS OF WISCONSINITES THAT ARE
SOMEHOW AT-RISK, LOW-INCOME, ELDERLY, PEOPLE WITH
DISABILITIES, AND ACTIVE DUTY MEMBERS OF THE MILITARY.

RECOMMENDATIONS

CREATE A COMPREHENSIVE AND TAILORED
POLICY SYSTEM - COMPONENTS

THERE IS NO BEST PRACTICE IDENTIFIED THAT ADDRESSES ALL AT-
RISK CUSTOMERS’ ENERGY NEEDS. HOWEVER, A
COMPREHENSIVE POLICY SYSTEM WOULD INCLUDE:

— SIMPLIFIED ENROLLMENT GATEWAYS THAT ALSO OFFER CUSTOMERS
THE OPPORTUNITY TO ENROLL IN ALL BENEFITS PROGRAMS FOR
WHICH THEY QUALIFY.

= EVALUATION MECHANISMS (AN IN-HOME AUDIT, WHERE PRAGMATIC,
ACCORDING TO BEST PRACTICES) FOR ELIGIBILITY AND NEED.

—  PLACEMENT IN APPROPRIATE COMPONENT(S) (AS SOME CUSTOMERS
WILL NEED MORE OR LESS ASSISTANCE THAN OTHERS, AND SOME WILL
NEED DIFFERENT TYPES) WITHIN A COMPREHENSIVE BENEFITS MATRIX
THAT INCLUDES COMPONENTS ADMINISTERED BY THE GOVERNMENT,
UTILITY, AND COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS (PAYMENT/BUDGET PLAN,
ARREARAGE FORGIVENESS PLAN, DISCOUNTS/BILL CREDITS,
EDUCATION, WEATHERIZATION, AND CASE MANAGEMENT).

- A MECHANISM FOR PERIODIC EVALUATION OF PROGRESS TOWARDS
SELF-SUFFICIENCY.
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WHAT TO TAKE
AWAY

REVIEW

THERE ARE FOUR CUSTOMER ISSUES WITHIN THIS POLICY SYSTEM TO
ADDRESS: PAYMENTS, ARREARAGES, USAGE, AND DISCONNECTS

THERE IS A VARIETY OF PROGRAMS TO ADDRESS THESE ISSUES
PROVIDED BY GOVERNMENTS, UTILITIES, COMMUNITY
ORGANIZATIONS, AND PARTNERSHIPS.

A CASE STUDY SHOWS MILWAUKEE DOES WELL.
BEST PRACTICES CAN BE A USEFUL GUIDE DURING THIS PROCESS.

MODIFY SOME PARTS OF LIP AND CONTINUE THE COMPONENTS THAT
WORK AND ARE IN LINE WITH OTHER SIMILAR PROGRAMS.

WORK TOWARDS A COMPREHENSIVE AND INDIVIDUALLY TAILORED
POLICY SYSTEM.
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Lifeline Rate Overview

Low Income Task Force
October 28, 2010

weenermies @

Outline

m Definition of a Lifeline Rate
m Examples of Lifelines Rates
m History and Status of Lifeline Rates in WI

m Pros and Cons of Lifeline Rates
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I Lifeline Rate

m A rate that is intended to provide low

a discounted cost

iIncome customers some level of energy at

I Variations of Lifeline Rates

m Inclining block rate for qualifying
customers

m Inclining block rate for all residential
customers

m Reduce or eliminate fixed charge for
qualifying customers

m Straight % discount for qualifying
customers




I Issue of who pays subsidy

m Other residential customers

m Other utility customers (business as well
as residential)

m Someone outside of the utility

@

I One Definition of Lifeline Rate

m “In general, a lifeline rate has been
characterized as a special type of inverted
rate, in which the rate for an amount of
energy, intended to represent ‘essential’
use is lower than the rate for usage above
the ‘essential’ amount.”

m Source: PSCW Order dated March 3, 1981




I Definitions

m Inverted Rate / Inclining Block Rate — A
rate where the customer pays a lower
price for a certain amount of energy usage
in a billing period, and a higher price for
usage beyond that amount

m Essential Usage — subject to
interpretation, but could include energy for
space heating, water heating, cooking,

refrigeration, lighting, etc.

I Example 1 — Electric, Low Income
Customer Only, Energy Rate Discount

m Assumptions

m Lifeline Rate applies only to customers who qualify
for energy assistance (assume 200,000 We Energies
electric customers) 1/

m Essential Usage is 300 kWh per month
m Rate discount for essential usage is 33.3%

m Cost of discount paid by remaining residential kWh
sales

= 1/ Estimated customers at or below 60% of state median

income




I Example 1 - Rates

Current Lifeline  Non-Lifeline

Rate Rate 1/ Rate 2/
Energy Charge per kWh 0.12611 0.08408 0.13011
Facilities Charge per Day 0.25 0.25 0.25

1/ 1st 300 kWh of qualifying customers
2/ All other kwh

@

I Example 1 - Impacts

m Cost of Lifeline rate is $30 million per year

m Raises customer bill for a non-lifeline,
residential customer with the average
usage of 840 kwh per month, $3.36 per
month or 3.0%

m Reduces customer bill for lifeline customer
with the average usage of 840 kWh per
month, $10.45 per month or 9.2%




Example 2 — Electric, All Customers,
Energy Rate Discount

m Assumptions
m Lifeline Rate applies to all customers
m Essential Usage is 300 kWh per month
m Rate discount for essential usage is 33.3%

m Cost of discount paid by remaining residential
sales

(e

Example 2 — Rates

Current Lifeline 'Non-Lifeline

Rate Rate 1/ Rate 2/
Energy Charge per kWh 0.12611 0.08408 0.14946
Facilities Charge per Day 0.25 0.25 0.25

1/ 1st 300 kWh of all customers
2/ All other kWh

@




Examples 2 - Impacts

m Cost of Lifeline rate is $124 million per year

m Does not change the bill for a residential
customer who uses exactly the average
customer usage. (Discount on 300 kWh exactly
offsets increased cost for additional usage for
the average customer)

m All customers (low income or not) will pay less if
they use less than the average usage, and more
if they use more than the average usage.

@

Example 3 — Natural Gas, energy only
discount, low income customers only

m 2 cent discount on delivery cost per therm
charge only to customers eligible for
energy assistance (~200,000 customers)

m Subsidy paid for by remaining residential
therms




Example 3 - Impacts

m Cost of Lifeline rate per year is $ 3.2
million

m Raises customer bill for a non-lifeline,
residential customer with average usage
of 800 therms per month, $0.59 per
month, or 0.6%

m Reduces customer bill for lifeline customer
with the average usage of 800 therms per
month, $1.33 per month, or 1.8%

History and Status of Lifeline Rates In
Wisconsin

m Public Utility Regulatory Policy Act of
1978 (PURPA) directed states to
determine whether lifeline rates should be
implemented by regulated electric and gas
utilities

m PSCW opened a generic investigation on
whether or not to implement lifeline rates
for Wisconsin utilities in December 1979




PSCW Investigation of Lifeline Rates
1979-1981

m Considered all of the following issues:
m Definition and objectives of lifeline rates
m Efficiency of lifeline rates
m Cost of service and lifeline rates
m Lifeline rate design and implementation
m Impact on conservation
m Equity of lifeline rates

m Legality of lifeline rates

m Alternatives to lifeline rates @

PSCW Order on Lifeline Rates,
March 3, 1981

m Lifeline rates are an appropriate issue for
consideration in individual utility rate cases

m Implementing a specific statewide lifeline rate
or general lifeline rate was not appropriate

m Two of three Commissioners went on the record
as being strongly against lifeline rates

m Results of this investigation are to receive
official notice in any rate case in which lifeline

rates are considered




A Real Wisconsin Example:
Madison Gas and Electric

m PSCW approved experimental lifeline gas and electric
rates for MGE in February 1980 — when the generic
investigation was just beginning

m PSCW ordered a study of the effectiveness of these
rates in 1984, after the generic investigation ended

m Study results indicated that low income energy
burdens were not substantially reduced

m The experiment was cancelled and the lifeline rates
were closed to new customers in 1985; existing
customers were allowed to stay on lifeline rates

m Today, there are still ~20 customers on each tariff @

—

Lifeline Rates, Low Income Only - Pros

= Lifeline rates give low income customers access
to some minimum amount of energy at a lower
cost

m Lifeline rates are seen as one of many
instruments that the government can use to
mitigate the burden of energy costs on the poor

m Current assistance programs are inadequate
because not all persons in need apply, persons
above designated criteria receive no assistance,
and benefit levels are inadequate




Lifeline Rates, Low Income Only - Pros

m Assuming energy consumption correlates
highly with income, LLR would benefit low
income customers

m LLR may reduce uncollectable,
disconnection and collection costs

m Gives larger customers more incentive to

conserve

Lifeline Rates, Low Income Only - Cons

m Legal questions about whether this constitutes unjust and therefore
unlawful discrimination never seem to go away — despite PURPA

m Uses resources to provides benefits to many customers who
already pay their bills. (~200,000 estimated customers at or below
60% of state median income vs. ~9,000 customers in EIP and LIP)

m Apartment dwellers that have electric and/or gas included in their
rent would not be able to obtain the benefit of LLR

m While it appears that average usage is correlated with income, the
dispersion around the mean is great. Net result is that a significant
number of low-income, high-use customers could be harmed by a
lifeline rate

m For small users, LLR could encourage an increase in consumption,
which causes inefficiencies in transfer of the benefit to the low

income customer




Lifeline Rates, Low Income Only - Cons

m Determination of who qualifies for the rate may be
burdensome and costly, both initially and recurrent

m Does not follow cost of service principals generally
by the PSCW

used

m LLR is counter to goal of equitable rates to consumers

m Targeted assistance programs are a much more direct,

efficient approach
m Decreased revenue stability for the utility

m May induce rural lifeline customers to switch to electric

@

heat

Lifeline Rates, Low Income Only - Cons

m Such rate making would in effect constitute
taxation, and taxation for the purpose of inc
redistribution is function of the legislature

m Can create price distortions if the price paid

ome

does not reflect the marginal cost of the service

m If paid for by higher rates on business
customers, could increase costs of goods a
services for everyone

nd




Lifeline Rates, All residential customers

m Pros

m Would not have to check customer
gualifications to be on the rate

m For heavy energy users — LLR would
promote conservation

m Residential rate application would be uniform
for all residential customers

Lifeline Rates, All residential customers

m Cons

m The price for usage above the lifeline amount would be much
higher, hurting high use low income customers

m Lifestyle issues — small but luxurious apartments/condos, and
those who dine out frequently would gain unneeded income
transfer via LLR

m Those who own resort cottages or vacation homes would also
gain unneeded income transfer via LLR

m LLR may interfere with Time Of Use (TOU), Peak Time Rebate
(PTR) and Critical Peak Pricing (CPP) tariffs. This would need

to be examined further.
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EEI Survey — Who has Life Line Rates and Why?

Who has Life Line Rates and Why? [EEI Query 9/23/2010]

Utilities that do not have Life Line Rates

Company State | why they don't have LLR

PNM Resources NM | State law prohibits differentials for income.

Ameren IL |Has a "% of income payment plan” instead. To qualify 150% FPL.

Dominion Virginia VA

Dominion N.C. Pow er NC

Progress Energy Carolinas | NC,SC

Central Hudson N Y NY | Has a payment assistance program.

Wisconsin Public Service wi

Wisconsin Pow er & Light wi

AmerenUE MO | Has an energy assistance pilot program

BGE MD | Has a bill assistance program, other riders and pilot programs

Kentucky Utilities KY

Louisville Gas & Hlectric KY

PacifiCorp OR | Has low income assistance program

PacifiCorp D

PacifiCorp wy

Entergy AR

Entergy Ms

Entergy TX | Instead has monthly credit. To qualify 125% FPL

Tucson Electric Pow er AZ | Has “low income programs"”, non specific

UniSource Electric Services| AZ | Has "low income programs”, non specific

Utilities that do have Life Line Rates Subsidy Qualify
Rate | Mult. %

Company State | Why Class Class FPL

APS AZ [ Partof arate case settlement x| 200

NSP MN | Legislative mandate LIHEAP

So Cal Edison CA | Legislative mandate for the state x 200

PPL PA | PUC required x 150

PacifiCorp CA | Legislative mandate for the state x 150

PacifiCorp WA | Company option 125

PacifiCorp UT | Merger commitment THEAT"

Entergy LA | Company option. On customer charge only. 65 yr; FPL.

Haw aiian Electric Co. HI | Approved, but not yet implemented. Company opt.|  x LIHEAP




Low Income Pilot Task Force — Final Report

APPENDIX R - PSCW 1981 ORDER ON LIFELINE RATES



- COMPARED WITH AND CERTIFED BY ME
T BE A FULL, TRUE AND CORRECT COPY
OF THE ORIGINAL ON FILE IN MY OFFICE.

DATE MAWLED "
MAR 30 1981 w3 ®

BEFORE THE . 9‘6“"4""( (%u‘,

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF WISCONSIN | pacocrey o e oo o

Generic Investigation on the Commission's Own
Motion Whether or Not to Implement Electric and
Natural Gas Utility Lifeline Rates

)
)
)
Generic Investigation on the Environmental )
Impacts of Electric Utility Tariffs )

)

Generic Investigation on the Environmental
Impacts of Natural Gas Curtailment, Priority-of-
Service Programs, Conservation and Utility Rates

FINDINGS OF FACT AND ORDER

The commission is required by s. 114 of the Public
Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 1978 (PURPA) to make a
determination, after an evidentiary hearing, whether or not 1life-
line rates should be implemented for the Wisconsin electric util-
ities covered by PURPA.

By Notice of Investigation and Order dated December 18,
1979, the commission determined to initiate a generic investiga-
tion to consider the lifeline rate issue. The commission deter-
mined to incorporate the natural gas lifeline rate issue into
this proceeding because of the similarity of most issues
involved. In the December 18, 1979 notice, the following Class A

investor~owned electric and natural gas utilities:



Electric

Lake Superior District Power Company
Madison Gas & Electric Company
Northern States Power Company
Superior Water, Light & Power Company
Wisconsin Electric Power Company
Wisconsin Power & Light Company
Wisconsin Public Service Corporation

Natural Gas

Lake Superior District Power Company
Madison Gas & Electric Company
Northern States Power Company
Superior Water, Light & Power Company
Wisconsin Gas Company

Wisconsin Fuel & Light Company
Wisconsin Natural Gas Company
Wisconsin Power & Light Company
Wisconsin Public Service Corporation
Wisconsin Southern Gas Company

were ordered to submit electric and natural gas information by

Pebruary 1, 1980 related to the following:

1. What are the minimum energy requirements of the
average residential customer with respect to the following end
uses?

8. Space heating

b. Water heating

c. Cooking

d. Tood refrigeration

e. Other essential end ‘uses

2. How lo the minimum energy requirements of low income
(as defined by Co:umunity Services Administration) residential
customers differ ‘rom those of average residential customers?
How do the minimun requirements of the elderly (65 years of age
or older) residential customers differ from those of average
residential customers? How do the minimum requirements of hand-
icapped and disabled customers differ from those of average
residential customers?
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3. What are the methods for determining and identifying
those customers that require the most financial assistance for
their utility bills? How might such income tests be administered?

4. How can the lifeline quantities of natural gas and
electricity be determined? What are those quantities? How
should the lifeline quantities vary by season? By month?

5. Separately for electricity and gas, for your Company,
determine the relationship between conservation-oriented
progressive rates and the impacts of such progressive (inverted)
rates on low-incone consumers.

6. Propose sources of funds for financing any rates at
levels below the cost of service for low income residential
customers. (Note: it is the commission's intent to focus its
current inquiry on the circumstance in which there is no revenue
requirement shifting between customer classifications).

7. Propose possible special treatment for the elderly
(65 years of age or older) or certain types of handicapped
customers--e.g. the waiver of income-related eligibility test or
the easing of income eligibility requirements.

8. Provide information relative to general tariff
reform which may be complementary to the objectives of lifeline
rates.

9. If the objective is that no "low-~income" customer
should have his/her circumstances worsened and no "non-low-income"
customer should see his/her circumstances improve as a result of
these tariffs, what is the desirability of optional lifeline
tariffs for the low-income and elderly? The information should
include:

(a) definition of targeted income, family size
and age groups,

(b) determination of average (or lifeline) use
for targeted group,

(c) design of a two-step inverted rate that
produces the same revenue from the average targeted
customer, or average customer, as does the flat rate
(additional variations on the design are possible).
The opticonal rate may be applied only at a customer's
principal residence.



(d) An estimate of any revenue shortfall if
targeted group is offered the option of a basic flat
rate or lifeline (two-step inverted) rate.

(e) The sources for making up any revenue loss.

(1) other residential customers
Eil) reduced earnings
iii) other categories (note number 6 above)
(iv) other
_ 10. Should the lifeline rates change with cost increases,
if so how? Should the adjustment clauses be incorporated in the
lifeline rate, if so how?

11. Propose Legislative language and/or suggested rule-
making to establish complementary lifeline package.

12. Provide backup information and available survey
information to support the answers to the above questions.

Other principal parties were also requested to file their
responses by the February 1, 1980 deadline.

The December 18, 1979 notice also indicated that pro-
ceedings would be conducted in parallel with the lifeline pro-
ceeding to evaluate environmental, social and economic impacts of
electric and natural gas lifeline tariffs. It further indicated
that appropriate portions of the Generic Environmental Impact
Statement on Electric Tariffs and the Generic Gas Environmental
Impact Statement would be amended in dockets 1-AC-10 and 1-AC-14,
respectively, to reflect the latest information on electric and
gas lifeline tariff issues.

Pursuant to due notice, hearings were held in Milwaukee

on July 21 and September 26, 1980; and in Madison on July 22, 23,
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24 and 25, on September 2, 3, 4, 22, and 23, 1980, and on
February 5, 1981. All hearings were held before Examiner Ann
Pfeifer.

In addition to the testimony from these utilities,
testimony and exhibits were received on all issues from the
following parties: George Edgar and Paul Borrmann representing
Utility Consumers United (UCU); James Klauser representing the
Wisconsin Association of Manufacturers and Commerce; and Earl
Gustafson testifying for the Wisconsin Paper Council.

Numerous members of the public, primarily members of
labor unions and churches, also testified at the hearing,
generally in support of lifeline rates.

A complete list of appearances is set forth in the

attached appendix.

Environmental Impact, Statement (EIS) on Lifeline Rates

Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements evalu-
ating the potential impacts of lifeline rates and alternatives to
lifeline rates were prepared by staff and filed as exhibits in
this proceeding. Cross-examination of staff and comments filed
by parties on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement primarily
centered on the definition and objectives of lifeline rates, the
potential effect« of lifeline rates on direct and indirect
resource consumption, the degree to which "stigma" affects the

target efficiency of a targeted lifeline rate program, the inter-



pretation of data on the correlation between income and consump-
tion, the lack of information on the Low Income Energy
Assistance Program, and on the results of the Public Service
Commission of Wisconsin's survey of residential customers. Staff
responses to comments and cross-examination indicated that the
final EIS incorporated suggestions and comments furnished by
principal parties, where staff believed such incorporation was
appropriate.

The commission finds that the Final Environmental
Impact Statement on Lifeline Rates describes the effects and
impacts of the imposition of lifeline rates and alternatives to
lifeline rates as well as the state of the art of such analysis
allows at this time. The commission further finds that appro-
priate portions of the Generic Environmental Impact Statement on
Electric Tariffs and the Generic Gas Environmental Impact
Statement have been amended to include this latest information on
lifeline tariff issues contained in the Environmental Impact

Statement on Lifeline Rates.

Lifeline Rates

After weighing all of the evidence in the record in
this case, the commission has determined that lifeline rates may
be appropriate under certain circumstances in individual rate
proceedings, in which the issues herein, such as those listed
under paragraph 5 on page 33, are specifically addressed. Addition-

ally, the commission has considered several general issues which
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were addressed in this case. A summary of the various positions taken

on these issues as wéll as the commission's determination follows.

Definition of Lifeline

The definition of lifeline was one of the fundamental
and most controversial issues in this proceeding. In»general, a
lifeline rate has been characterized as a special type of
inverted rate, in which the rate for an amount of energy, v
intended to represent "essential" use, is lower than the rate for
usage above the "essential" amount. Differences of opinion arise
regarding the class of customers to whom lifeline rates should
apply and the met10d of recovery for any revenue shortfall which
would be created by the application of lifeline rates.

Much of the controversy regarding the definition of
lifeline centers on two areas: the objectives of a lifeline rate,
and the ability of a lifeline rate to achieve those objectives.

Promotion of conservation and the guarantee of a basic
amount of energy at a low price for all individuals were sup-
ported by UCU as the primary objectives. Key elements:in UCU's
proposal to meet these objectives are: (1) the application of
lifeline rates to all residential customers of the utility and
(2) recovery of any revenue shortfall generated by the depressed
rate for essential use through the rates for both residential use
above the lifeline amount and energy use by all other customer

classes. Both public witnesises and UCU supported the idea that



lifeline rates were not and should not be the total answer to the
low-income payment problem, but should be considered a protection
against future utility bill increases and a supplement to other
asgistance prograus.

The commission staff noted four objectives of lifeline:
(1) to reform the rate structure to reflect marginal cost con-
gsiderations if the rate does not already do so; (2) to promote
conservation; (3) to recognize the need of all households for a
minimum essential amount of cenergy; and (4) toreduce the burden of
utility bills on low-income customers. Staff's conclusion was that
the last two purposes are inaerently related, in that access to
adequate energy depends on income. Thus, while the commission
staff did not advocate the implementation of lifeline rates,
staff noted that targeted asiistance programs (including lifeline
rates), limited to low-incom: customers, wer: a much more direct,
efficient approach to these objectives. The examples of targeted
rate programs submitted by the staff would restrict revenue recov-
ery for the lifeline rates to the remainder of the residential
class. Staff noted that the commission has been implementing
marginal cost pricing and other rate reforms, including those
intended to promote conservation, without the impetus of lifeline
rates.

The utilities and the industrial intérvenors charac-
terized lifeline fates primerily as a method of income redistri-

bution and assistance to low-income households.
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The issues of the abilities of the various lifeline rate
proposals to meet their stated objectives are discussed in the
sections which follow.

The commission considers the problems of low income
people in meeting their energy needs to be a very serious one.
Regardless of whether lifeline rates are determined to be an
appropriate and effective menns of assisting in the solution of
this problem in any particular case, the commission will continue
to be attentive to the impacts of its decisions on the low-income

gsector of the public it serves.

Income-Consumption Correlation

One subject which generated a great deal of controversy
during the proceeding is that of the correlation between income
and consumption. The income-consumption correlation refers to
the degree to which variations in consumption are related to
accompanying variations in income.

The results of several studies of the income-consumption
relationship were placed into the record. Studies of a sta-
tiscally valid sampling of residential customers for the
following Wisconsin utilities' service areas were presented:
Madison Gas and Electric Company, Northern States Power Company,

Wisconsin Electric Power Company, Wisconsin Gas Company,




Wisconsin Power and Light Company, and Wisconsin Public Service
Corporation. In addition, income-consumption data obtained from
a commission survey of Wisconsin electric and gas residential
utility customers were presented for the record.

There was considerable disagreement among the parties in
this proceeding over the results of the various studies of income
and consumption and the importance of those results. In general,
public witnesses and citizens' groups testified that the income-
consumption correlation is strong, while utility and commission
staff witnesses testified that the correlation is weak.

To a large extent, the parties' interpretation of the
correlation was affected by the cross-section of data which one
chose to look at. Public witnesses and citizens' groups, citing
the average or mean usage fizures for individuals at various
income levels in the studies presented, argued that the income-
consumption correlation is strong because as the individuals'
income increases, so does their average consumption in nost
cases. TFor those studies which did not produce this result, the
citizens' groups and public witnesses testified that the cross-
section of individuals used for those studies was not a represen-
tative cross-section or that the studies were flawed in other
ways. Utility and commission staff witnesses acknowledged that
the mean consumption of individuals rises as the individuals'

income rises but testified that the dispersion about the mean (or

-10-
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standard deviation) was so great in most cases that the dif-
ferences between the means at various income levels were
insignificant. Thus, utility and commission staff witnesses
concluded that the income-consumption correlation is weak. In
addition, they concluded that the broad dispersions about the
mean usage levels imply that at all income levels there are many
cugstomers whose usage is greater than the mean usage and many
customers whose usage is less than the mean usage. The net
result of this could be that there are a significant number of
low-~income, high-use customers who would be harmed by the imple-
mentation of a lifeline rate and a significant number of high
income, low-use customers who would benefit from the implemen-
tation of a lifeline rate.

The importance of a strong income-~consumption correla-
tion varies depending on the goals of a lifeline rate program.
If the primary objective of a lifeline rate program is to provide
assistance to low-income customers with their electric and gas
utility bills, then a strong income-consumption relationship is
crucial. Utility and commission staff witness testimony focused
on a lifeline rate program whose primary goal was to assist low-
income persons and thus, attached much importance to a strong
correlation. If a lifeline rate program has other equally impor-
tant objectives, such as the provision of conservation incentives
and the provision of marginal cost-based price gignals for

"non-essential” usage, then a strong income-consumption correla-
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tion is not as important. Citizens' groups and public witnesses
generally argued for a residential, across-the-board, inverted
lifeline rate program with these :qually important goals and thus,
attached less importance to a strong relationship between income

and consumption.

Cost of Service/Revenue Shift Questions

Cost of Service

There was considerable debate in this proceeding over
whether a lifeline rate could be justified on cost-of-service
principles. All parties were aware that, where reasonably
possible, the commission authorizes rates based on cost-of-
service analyses and that cost-of-service studies are an essen-
tial element used by the commission when determining final rate
levels and rate designs.

There were basically two schools of thought on this
igsue. The first position, argued by UCU, Charles Meyer of the
Community Relations-Social Development Commission and Don Weiner
of the Citizen Labor/Energy Coalition, among others, is a two-
pronged argument asserting that lifeline rates are cost-justified
and do not deviate from cost-of-service principles.

The first portion of this argument says that lifeline
rates can be justified by embedded costs of service, if embedded
costs of service are computed correctly. Proponents argue that

traditional methods for computing embedded costs of service do

—-12-
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not demonstrate that lifeline rates are cost-justified because
they are flawed. First, these studies tend to overstate the
customer component of the cost of service and consequently
overstate the cost responsibility for the residential class.
-Second, they do not attempt to identify the cost of service for
lower—-use customers within the residential class. UCU argues
that lower-use customers have low, and thus more stable, usage
and therefore contribute less to overall system costs than
higher-use customers. If these flaws are corrected, UCU
concludes, an inverted rate, especially a lifeline rate, would be
justified by embedded cost analysis.

The second portion of the argument asserts that marginal
costs may be used to justify inverted (e.g., lifeline) rates.
Rates based on marginal cosuvs, it is argued, would normally pro-
duce excess revenues for a utility. If this revenue excess is
credited against the rate for essential usage (usage in the first
block of a residential rate design), an inverted lifeline rate
design will result. This approach satisfies the twin goals of
charging a lower rate for essential usage while promoting econo-
mic efficiency.

The second position regarding lifeline rates and cost of
service, advocated primarily by utility witnesses and industrial
intervenors, concludes that a lifeline rate is a "below-cost"

rate, both on embedded and marginal cost-of-service bases.

-] B



If traditional embedded cost-of-service methods are
followed, and a lifeline rate is authorized in which the rate for
an initial block of usage is either frozen at or reduced from
current levels, the rate will be below the embedded cost of ser-
vice and will with time require that non-lifeline customers sub-
sidize lifeline customers. In general, cost-of-service pricing
requires that those customers incurring various costs of service
must pay those costs. A lifeline rate involving a price freeze
or a price reduction will violate this principle.

The utilities asserted that lifsline rates violate marginal
cost principles as well. Marginal cost pricing principles, they
argued, require that customers pay the marginal costs of gervice
for all units of enerzy purchased. Customers receiving this
marginal cost-based price signal, which reflects the cost to
society of producing another unit of energy, will be able to make
informed decisions on their consumption. Decisions will thus be
made which result in the most efficient allocation of resources.
If lifeline rates are authorized, some witnesses argued, the above
principles will be violated. Residential customers, paying below
the marginal cost for an initial block of energy usage and
possibly above the marginal cost for energy usage in excess of
the initial block, will no longer be able to make informed
decisions. In addition, the resulting allocation of resources in

society will no longer be optimal.

-14-
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Revenue Shift

The questions of whether or not lifeline rates would
involve a subsidy and thus require a revenue shift and to what
extent this would occur were also discussed in this proceeding.

For the most part, UCU contended that lifeline rates
would involve no revenue shift if the costs of service were
correctly computed. However, if a lifeline rate were to involve
a revenue shift, UCU then argued that a shift of revenue respon-
sibility from the residential class to the commercial and
industrial classes would be beneficial in that industrial price
increases would result in greater net conservation than would
residential price increases. In addition, UCU argued that a
general revenue shift betwecn classes would produce lower rates
for residential customers and would thus permit a greater amount
of assistance to be passed on, particulerly to low-income cus-
tomers. In response to the question of whether or not UCU would
support a lifeline rate involving no revenue shift, the UCU wit-
ness commented that the impacts of such a rate would have to be
evaluated, taking into account the distribution of residential
customers by income and usage levels, before UCU could accept or
reject such a proposal.

The predominant conclusion among utilities and
industrial intervenors was that lifeline rates would involve a

revenue shift. However, no conclusions were generally drawn by

-15-




utilities and industrial intervenors as to what the possible
impacts of this revenue shift would be.

The commission staff witness did not draw conclusions on
whether or not lifeline rates should involve any revenue shift.
The staff witness, however, provided extensive testimony on the
possible impacts of a revenue shift. Staff commented that if
there were to be a revenue shift, it would be reasonable to
expect that commercial and industrial customers would not simply
absorb the higher price for energy but would pass on the increase
to their customers in the form of higher prices for the goods and
services they produce. Staff testified that the impact of such a
pass-through would be difficult to determine but that possible
impacts may be: (1) a substantial portion of the revenue shift
ultimately being borne by lifeline customers themselves; and
(2) a portion of the revenue burden falling on individuals who
heat with fuels other than gas or electricity (i.e., fuel o0il,
propane, wood), and customers of non-PSCW-regulated utilities.
Staff testified that some of these individuals may be more in

need of assistance than lifeline customers themselves.

Rate Design

The Environmental Impact Statement submitted by the com-
mission staff and the testimony given by staff in this case
covered a large number of basic rate designs such as flat,

seasonal, inverted, declining block, benchmark and time~of-use,

-16-
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all of which could be incorporated into a lifeline rate.
Elimination of the fixed charge and a straight percentage
discount on the bill were also considered.

The commission staff did not recommend the implemen-
tation of lifeline rates but made recommendations regarding rate
design, should the commission authorize a targeted lifeline
program. Staff's recommendation was for seasonal rates for gas
and, if applicable, for electricity, with a discount given to
lifeline customers for usage up to a designated amount.

Space heating customers would receive a discount on a larger usage
during the winter than would non-space heating customers.
Commission staff witnesses testified that the size of the first
block should be based, in part, on the desired level of benefits
which would accrue to the typical lifeline customer.

Because of a desire to retain some conservation incen-
tive within the targeted group, usage over the designated amount
would be charged at the same rate as for the remaining residen-
tial customers. The lifeline rate would therefore be an inverted
rate, potentially with a seasonal differential. The revenue shortfall
in this proposal would be collected from the residential class.

Most of the utilities who addressed the issue of rate
design testified that a simple percentage discount applied to
each qualifying customer's bill would be the most equitable and
administrativély eagsiest lifeline rate design. These utilities

argued that a customer's actual usage was more reflective of his

-17-



or her needs than was a computed, average lifeline amount applied
to all eligible customers. One utility, Wisconsin Public Service
Corporation, suggested that the level of the discount be tied to
the customer's income as determined by existing government
agencies. All of the utility proposals were targeted programs
and would recover the revenue shortfall from within the residen-
tial class or would require an external source of funding.

The rate design proposal which received the most atten-
tion in these proceedings was the inverted rate design proposed
by UCU. The basic elements of this proposal, as summarized in
UCU's brief, are (1) the establishment of lifeline or minimum
usage amount(s) for basic residential uses such as cooking,
lighting, refrigeration, water heating and space heating at a
lifeline rate; (2) the application of the lifeline rate to all
residential customers absent a means test; and (3) the pricing of
usage above the lifeline amount at a higher rate or rates than
the 1ifeline rate. The lifeline rate would be phased in by
freezing the rate for the lifeline amount of gas at present
levels. A slight reduction from present electric rates was
recommended for the lifeline amount of electricity. UCU advoca-
tes spreading the cost of providing the lifeline rate across all
non-lifeline usage of both residential and non-residential
customers.

This proposal requires a determination of essential use

(the lifeline quantity). The subject of what constitutes essen-

tial use and the practical aspects of administering a rate in which
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the amount of essential use may vary from one customer to
another were discussed at length in this proceeding.

Generally, respresentatives of the different citizens'
groups agreed that the quantity for essential use should be
determined from allowances for various necessary end uses such as
lighting, Cooking, space heating and water heating. Paul Borrmann
of UCU and Charles Meyer of the Social Development Commission
suggested that the lifeline quantity reflect some level of appli-
ance efficiency. Mr. Borrménn further stated that the lifeline
quantity could be tied to such factors as size of dwelling,
number of occupants, age of océupants and geographic location, but
only if those factors could be easily administered and easily
understood by lifeline customers. They also suggested that customers
should be given an annual allowance for space heating, rather than
a monthly allowance, to help smooth out the effect of monthly
weather variations which occur throughout a normal heating
season. Cross—examination of Mr. Borrmann and Mr. Meyer centered
on whether or not administration of this type of lifeline rate
design would be feasible.

Criticism by other intervenors of inverted rate designs
in general was based on the arguments that an inverted rate does
not reflect cost of service, does not promote conservation to the
extent seen by its advocates, could have a detrimental impact on
large users without means of reducing their consumption, and

would increase revenue instability for the utility.
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The issue was raised of whether or not lifeline rates
should be subject to Fuel Adjustment and Purchased Gas Adjustment
Clauses. UCU and two utility witnesses testified that if life-
line rates are to be of real assistance to customers, the life-
line rate should not be subject to adjustments, at least until
the level of non-lifeline rates rises significantly above the
rate for essential use. Commission staff and some utility wit-
nesses believed that no rate should go below the commodity cost
of gas or the incremental cost of providing electricity and
therefore recommended that adjustment clauses be applied to life-

line rates.

Eligibility Criteria

Testimony was given in the record which focused on
whether or not a lifeline rate program should involve eligibility
criteria and possible guidelines for determining eligibility
criteria.

Citizens' groups generally argued that lifeline rates
should be offered to 211 residential customers and thus'should
involve no elizibility criteria.

Utility and industrial intervenor witnesses preferred
lifeline rates which involve eligibility criteria, but did not
offer any suggestions as to what criteria should be used.

The commission staff witness recommended that if a life-

line rate program were adopted, that program should involve eli-
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gibility criteria because eligibility criteria permit the
distribution of benefits to those most seriously in need of
assistance. Staff advised that the following considerations
influence the choice of specific eligibility criteria: (1) The
choice of administrator (utility or social agency) of eligibility
criteria for a li‘eline program; (2) the desired total cost of a
lifeline program and the desired increase in bills of non-
lifeline customer::; (3) the desired level of benefits which
accrues to the typical lifeline customer; and (4) the desired
total number of lifeline customers. Staff did not make any
recommendations on what specific eligibility criteria should be

used.

Program Administration

Various views were presented in the record on the sub-
ject of lifeline program administration for both non-targeted and
targeted lifeline rates.

Por non-targeted lifeline rates, nearly all parties
agreed that the administrative burden and costs of such a program
were minimal.

For targeted lifeline rates, most parties agreed that
the administrative burden and costs associated with certifying
eligibility for lifeline rates were far more substantial. In
general, utilities indicated that the burden of certifying eligi-

bility for lifeline rates should fall on social agencies. Most

-2 -



utilities made it very clear that they were not comfortable ana-
lyzing income data from lifeline applicants to certify their eli-
gibility for lifeline rates. The commission staff witness did
not make any specific recommendation as to which entity should be
responsible for certifying eligibility for lifeline rates.
However, the staff witness did note that there were inherently
many more problems associated with having a utility administer
eligibility criteria as opposed to having a social agency admi-
nister eligibility criteria. Staff also noted that such factors
as the definition of income and household should be considered by
the commission when adopting eligibility criteria for lifeline

rates.

Impact on Consgervation

Conservation was a major issue in this case, as propo-
nents of the non-targeted inverted lifeline rate cited conser-
vation as one of the primary reascns for its implementation,
while others testified that any form of lifeline rate would
result in increased consumption by the residential class.

It was frequently pointed out in these proceedings that
many people now bclieve that efforts to reduce consumption will
not result in lower bills, but will simply result in higher rates.
This perception appears to be & partial consequence of well-
publicized rate cases in which the necessity of rate increases

has been attributed to decreased sales. As long as a portion of
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a utility's fixed costs are collected via commodity rates, this
will occur. In addition, the fuel and purchased gas adjustment
clauses continue to push energy prices up at a rate which fre-
quently exceeds the rate of conservation, with the result that a
customer may reduce consumption and still see the dollar amount
of his or her bill increase.

Advocates of an inverted lifeline rate which would
freeze the price of the lifeline block contend that a person's
ability to realize an actual decrease in his or her bills as a
result of conservation efforts would serve to stimulate such
efforts. The higher priced tailblock would also increase the
dollar savings for persons who reduced consumption within that
block, above the savings which would occur under present rates.
Many witnesses believed that residential customers would base
their consumption decisions on that tailblock rate.

Because the inverted lifeline rate proposal is more
often than not accompanied‘by a shift in revenue responsibility
to non-lifeline customers, and thus a lower total bill for the
lifeline customer, the argument was made by many witnesses that
lifeline rate would reduce conservation efforts by the residen-
tial class. Artificially low bills may give the consumer an
unrealistic perception of the true cost of energy. While it was
generally agreed that even a decrease in rates would not cause
customers to undo existing conservation progress such as attic

insulation, many participants, including the commission staff,
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expressed a concern that lifeline rates would relieve the econo-
mic pressure to implement further conservation measures or even

to continue efficient usage patterns, such as lower thermostat
settings. Conservation, i.e. more efficient use of energy and the
resulting reduction in energy required for essential needs, was
seen as the only real long-term solution to the problem of high
energy bills, because limited resources make higher prices
inevitable.

The debate centers over the issue of whether people make
their consumption decisions on the basis of the marginal rate or
on the size of the overall bill. As with many of the issues in
this proceeding, little if any concrete data exists regarding the
actual conservation impact of lifeline rates. While some conser-
vation has assuredly taken place in other states which have had
lifeline programs, there is no evidence to indicate that either
more or less conservation would have taken place without lifeline.
Bach individual's evaluation is based upon his or her perception
of how people react. Judgment is involved and the commission
here must rely upon its own judgment and experience in this very
important matter.

The impact on conservation by non-lifeline customers is
also at issue. A representative of UCU testified that the price
elasticity, and thus the potential for conservation, is generally
greater for industrial consumption compared to residential

consumption. If this is true, a revenue shift from residential
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to commercial and industrial customers would result in more effi-
cient use of energy overall. Represcntatives from industry
disputed this assumption, however, and stated that the impacts of
increased prices to commercial and industrial customers could
instead result in increased prices of goods and services, a hesi~
tancy within business to expand or locate in Wisconsin, or a
decision by these customers to switch to a nonregulated energy
supply, such as oil or self-generation. These secondary effects
of lifeline would be detrimental to residents of Wisconsin.

As an additional consideration, it was pointed out at
the hearings that lifeline rates for electricity could induce
some residential customers who presently heat with fuel oil to
switch to electric space heating by creating a significant price
differential between the two fuels. Many people who heat with
fuel o0il live in rural areas without access to natural gas, but

essentially all would have access to electricity.

Equity

The equity of lifeline rates was viewed in many dif-
ferent ways in this proceeding. To a large extent, the dif-
ferences of interpretation arose because of the ambiguity asso-
ciated with the term "equity".

Some of the participants in this proceeding viewed
equity in the context of how the benefits of a lifeline program

would be distribuied. From this perspective, lifeline rates
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could be viewed as equitable if they produced any of the
following results: (1) Lifeline rates give all households access
to some minimum amount of energy at a minimal cost. They are
therefore equitable because all households are afforded the same
opportunity to purchase a basic amount of energy. This view was
expressed by citizens' groups and the commission staff. (2) Inverted
1ifeline rates distribute benefits according to need in that low-
income customers are those most likely to consume small amounts
of energy and are therefore most likely to receive benefits under
an inverted lifeline rate structure. Testimony from members of
various citizens' groups expressed this view. (3) Lifeline rates
are equitable in that they reward the efforts of both small users
and persons who conserve. At the same time they give large users
an additional price incentive to conserve. Again, this interpre-
tation of equity was recognized by members of various citizens'
groups and the commisson staff.

Other participants in this proceeding regarded the
equity of a lifeline rate program in terms of how the costs of
such a program would be distributed. The primary view advocated
by citizen group participants was that the costs of a lifeline
program are distributed equitably, both to those customers whose
ability to pay is greatest and to those whose options to conserve
energy are greatest. Utilities, industrial intervenors and the
commission staff expressed the view that lifeline rates are or

may be inequitable if they distribute the costs of a lifeline
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program so that some customers are charged more than the cost of
service while others are charged less. These parties viewed any
program which caused a significant deviation from cost of service
principles as inequitable. Finally, utility representatives and
the commission staff regarded a lifeline program as inequitable
if a portion of its costs were borne by persons who heat with
fuels other than natural gas or electricity, by renters who are
not directly assessed for energy cost:;, or by certain coopera-
tive electric customers whose rates are not regulated by the

Public Service Commission of Wisconsin.

Legality

The statutory authority of the Public Service Commission
to order lifeline rates was questioned during the hearings and in
the briefs. The commission is empowered through the Wisconsin
Statutes with the responsibility of ensuring that charges for
public utility service are "reasonable and just" (Section 196.03)
and of prohibiting unjust discrimination, defined as either
unreasonable preference or advantage or unreasonable prejudice or
disadvantage given to any person (Section 196.62).

Proponents of lifeline rates interpret the commission's
responsibility in rate-making to include consideration of the
impact of such rates on low-income customers. The commission

has, in fact, recognized these impacts in many of its orders.
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Targeted lifeline rates would require the commission to extend
this consideration to actual rate design based on ability to pay.

Proponents of non-targeted lifeline rates argue that such
rates are both cost-justified on a marginal cost basis, hence
reasonable and just, and non-discriminatory because they are
available to all residential customers of the utility.

The concept of a targeted lifeline rate was charged by
some intervenors and utilities as being inherently diserimina-
tory because rates would be differentiated by the income or age
of the customer and not by the quality or cost of the gervice
provided. Recent decisions frequently cited were by the Colorado
Supreme Court and by the Oregon Public Utility Commissioner in
which targeted lifeline rates were determined to be outside of
commission authority.

The legal arguments against a non-targeted lifeline rate
center about the interpretation of what constitutes unreasonable
and unjust rates. Because first, it is not possible to determine
the exact cost of serving a single customer and gsecond, it is
administratively infeasible to design a separate rate for each
customer of a utility, deviations between cost-of-service and
rates may exist. In addition, the commission must consider other
factors, such as stability of rates and revenues and promotion of
conservation in determining the reasonableness of a particular

rate. Nonetheless, cost-of-service has in the past been of paramount
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importance. A rate design for a customer class which incorporates
the coet of providing lifeline rates to another class of customers
represents significant deviation from the past. Some witnesses
testified that such rate making would in effect constitute
taxation. While rate making is indeed the function of the Public
Service Commission, taxation for the purposes of income redistri-

bution was seen by many to be a function of the legislature.

Other Programs

Consideration of both existing energy assistance
programs and alternative program proposals is germane to the
question of the need for lifeline rates and to the question of
the effectiveness of lifeline ratcs.

Carl Martin of the Department of Health and Social
Services (DHSS) appeared in the proceeding to describe the basic
points of the Energy Assistance Program, a direct cash grant
progrem administered through DHSS and funded by the Windfall
Profits Tax. The amount of each grant is dependent upon the
customer's income and heating fuel.

As noted earlier, UCU contended that lifeline rates were
not intended for the same purpose as an assistance progranm.
Existing assistance programs were perceived as inadequate in that
not all persons in need apply for assistance, that persons with
incomes above the designated criterion receive no assistance, and

that benefit levels are inadequate. In their opinion, lifeline
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rates should be seen as a complement to assistance and weatheriza-
tion programs rather than as a replacement or an alternative.

UCU suggested that in addition to authorizing lifeline rates, the
commission could support a mandatory weatherization program in

the legislature, and could assist in developing standards for the
program.

Charles Meyer testified that an alternative to lifeline
would require five or gix times the amount of money that will be
available nationally this winter for energy assistance, combined
with a massive outreach program to serve the low-income and
working poor in all areas of the country.

The utilities and the industrial intervenors argued that
other programs were more appropriate to assist low-income customers
than lifeline rates. Alternative programs to lifeline rates were
suggested. James Klauser, representing the industrial
intervenors, supported the idea of a tax credit or rebate for
energy assistance, similar to the homestead tax credit, based on
income eligibility and information on the yearly tax forms.
.Kenneth Knapp, representing Consolidated Papers, Inc., favored a
duel system of weatherization stamps and energy stamps.

Several utilities submitted a direct bill credit plan in
which a social service agency would certify eligible households
and notify the utility to deduct a specific percentage or amount
from their bills. Funding would come from government sources. A

Wisconsin Gas Company witness reviewed assistance programs in
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Missouri, Michigan and Ohio in his testimony. The Missouri and
Ohio programs are direct bill credit programs. The Michigan
program is designed so that a recipient of hasic economic
assistance voluntarily allocates a portion (determined by govern-

ment agencies) of that assistance to be withheld from the check

and paid directly to the utility. Any overpayment at the end of the

year is returned to the recipient; the state pays any outstanding
amount. |

The Wisconsin Power and Light Company representative
noted that time-of-use rates may provide opportunities for some
families to reduce bills. He further stated that a better use of
money than assistance programs would be to encourage the wiser
and thriftier use of energy through mandatory weatherization
programs and increased efficiency of energy use.

Most of the utilities supported the ideas of stronger,
more effective weatherization and assistance programs. Many
indicated they would be willing to cooperate with the Department
of Health and Social Services in minimizing administrative
problems of payment or in developing a direct bill credit program.

Staff, a: was stated earlier, maintained that access to
adequate energy was directly linked to income. Staff favored
stronger and more effective direct cash assistance and weatheri-
zation programs, available to all low-income citizens, funded
through taxes, based on the ability to pay, and administered

through traditional social service agencies.
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While the adequacy of lifeline rates in comparison to
or in addition to other energy assistance programs was disputed,
all parties generallyvégreed that conservation and weatherization
programs were an essential element of any long-term solution to
the energy problen.

The commission strongly supports the actions of the
government and community social service agencies in their efforts
to assist low-income persons. The commission views its own role
in the promotion of energy conservation as a serious responsibil-

ity and a necessary complement to the work of other agencies in

this area.
Ultimate Findings of Fact

THE COMMISSION FINDS:

1. That the above discussion is a reasonable and
concise statement of conclusions and opinions of parties
regarding all material issues of fact.

2. That the Final Environmental Impact Statement on
Lifeline Rates describes the effects and impacts of lifeline
rates and alternatives to lifeline rates as well as the state of
the art of such analysis allows at this time.

3. That appropriate portions of the Generic Environ-
mental Impact Statement on Electric Tariffs and the Generic Gas

Environmental Impact Statement have been formally amended to
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include the latest information on lifeline tariff issues
contained in the Final Environmental Impact Statement on Lifeline
Rates.

4. That from the record in this proceeding and the
information contained in the Final Environmental Impact Statement
on Lifeline Rates the commission concludes that it is not
appropriate to implement a specific statewide lifeline rate or
general lifeline rate program at this time.

5. That after full consideration of the record in this
proceeding, of the information in the Final Environmental Impact
Statement on Lifeline Rates, and of all the issues discussed
therein, including:
definition and objectives of lifeline rates;
efficiency of lifeline rates;
cost of service and lifeline rates;
lifeline rate design and implementation;
impact on conservation;
equity of lifeline rates;

legality of lifeline rates; and
alternatives to lifeline rates,

o0Q Fh QLO T D

the commission finds that lifeline rates are an appropriate issue
to be considered in individual rate proceedings where the actual
impacts of such rates can be properly evaluated.

6. That in individual rate proceedings where lifeline
rates are being considered, all of the information contained
herein shall receive official notice and be given item

designation in that case.
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7. That in individual rate proceedings where lifeline
rates are being considered, the Final Environmental Impact
Statement on Lifeline Rates shall receive official notice in that
case and be given item designation.

8. That every party in an individual rate proceeding
where lifeline rates are being considered shall be afforded
adequate opportunity to provide additional information that is
not already contained herein or in the Final Environmental Impact

Statement on Lifeline Rates.

Conclusion of Law

THE COMMISSION CONCLUDES:

That in accordance with s. 227.08(2), Wis. Stats. and
section PSC 2.35(1)(b), Wis. Adm. Code the commission can
officially notice and give item designation to the above findings
of fact and the Final Environmental Impact Statement on Lifeline

Rates in individual rate cases and will so order herein.

Order

THE COMMISSION ORDERS:
1. That all of the information contained herein in the
preceding Findings of Fact and in the Final Environmental Impact

Statement on Lifeline Rates shall receive official notice and

-3l




LIS | TR B )

item designation in each rate case where lifeline rates are being
considered.

2. That in all other respects the investigation in
Docket 05-UR-9 is concluded and the docket closed.

The concurring opinions of Chairman Stanley York and

Commissioner Willie J. Nunnery are attached.

Dated at Madison, Wisconsin, Mnn_k =% qu‘
\ 7

By the Commission.

) - A{ /
/ Jacqueline K. nolds
Secretary to the Commission




STANLEY YORK, CHAIRMAN, CONCURRING: 05-UR-9

The 1ifeline issue raises the question of the very nature of
the Commission's activities in two respects. On the one hand, Tifeline
suggests that the Commission has either an opportunity or obligation to go
beyond what I consider to be its fundamental obligation in ratemaking and,
on the other hand, suggests that the view of rights of citizens should be
substantially changed.

It is my understanding that the Commission is to perform the
function of competition for a franchised monopoly. Society has made the
decision that it is not in the public interest to have public utilities in
competition with each other. The Legislature created the Commissjon to set
rates and authorize construction in a manner that reflects rates and construction
as they would exist if there were competition in this regulated marketplace.

The concept of targeted 1ifeline rates suggests that it is within the
purview of the Commission to recognize that increasing utility rates impact more
heavily on some groups than on others, and that it is within the authority of
the Commission to mitigate those impacts through what amounts to income
redistribution. For the Commission to pursue this direction would be a radical
and inappropriate departure from our historic mission. We have no statutes, case
law or traditional guidelines to suggest which class of customers should receive
the benefits of this redistribution, much less the level of such benefits. I
believe that it would be totally inappropriate for an appointed body to take

that kind of authority unto itself. I believe strongly that such a responsibility
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belongs only to elected officials and the legislative process.

I am an advocate of progressive taxation and feel that is the only
appropriate method for income redistribution. Targeted 1ife11ne rates do not
take into account the income of the non-recipient. As a matter of fact, you
can very well have a person whose income is just over the established income
limit paying a rate higher than the cost to serve that person, with the result
that the lifeline rate becomes a regressive tax for that person.

The suggestion has been raised that, in these days of tight money at
the state and federal levels, there can be no relief from those quarters for
this purpose. Because somebody else cannot do something right does not justify
the Commission doing something wrong. To use the rates process to accomplish
a legislative purpose that is really not ratemaking, but backdoor taxation,
is inappropriate. In fact, even if this use of the rates process is mandated
by the Legislature, it is still wrong.

The argument for a non-targeted 1ifeline is fatally flawed for a
quite different reason, though some of the same arguments are used to support
a non-targeted 1ifeline as are used in the case of the targeted. The fatal flaw
in the non-targeted argument is the underlying assumption that some customers
(residential) have a right to a certain minimal amount of service and that this
right should be recognized by charging a lower rate for that minimal amount of
service. To my knowledge this society has never said that any individual has
a right in any form to a preset quantity of any product or service provided by

the private sector of our economy. Proponents of the non-targeted lifeline
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rate seem to assume that electricity and natural gas are inherently different
from bread and potatoes and that a different payment mechanism should therefore
be applied. I do not accept that premise. I am convinced that people have a
right to survive and that the Legislature has an obligation to see that the
right to survival is fulfilled. However, I do not think categorical aids are
the best way to meet that need. Low income persons should have the right to
decide how they will dispose of their available income without government
determining what proportion should be spent on any particular item.

Beyond these two fundamental issues are several others which, to my
mind, would prevent implementation of lifeline rates. The first is that the
proponents of both kinds of 1ifeline have been unable to come up with a
reasonable method for determining a lifeline amount. Quantities of usage vary
so substantially in terms of number of family members, number and type of
appliances, and the kinds of fuel resource used as to make any single number
useless. The changes in these elements occur so rapidly and without any knowledge
on the part of the utility, that utility management of a lifeline rate which
attempts to "individualize" the 1ifeline amount to these characteristics would
be impossible. The one variation on this theme is the proposal of a discount
rate which does overcome the administrative barriers, but also violates the
precept that certain residential customers have a right to a certain amount of
service at a reduced rate.

Proponents of a non-targeted 1ifeline rate have struggled to find a way

of saying that such rates might be "cost based." To use the marginal rate for the
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tail block and the embedded cost for the first block is to pretend that apples
are oranges and that nobody will be able to tell the différence. Cross class,
as well as intraclass, subsidies are also a prob]ém here. Life]ine rates by
definition are not cost-based, and any claim that they are vio1atés the very
definition that the proponents seek to establish for lifeline rates.

I am deeply concerned that all of the proposals for lifeline rates
will have a serious adverse impact on a substantial number of low income people.
It is apparent from the record that the number might go as high as 25% of those
with Tow incomes. Even if I could accept the philosophy of a lifeline rate, I
cannot support a rate which selects out that large a segment of people and
jmposes a penalty on them simply because their usage is high. I have consistently
voted against inverted rates on this basis and continue to feel that to do
otherwise would be unjust.

In summary then, I feel that both targeted and non-targeted lifeline
rates are flawed in concept and impossible to administer.

I must add a footnote to this opinion in regard to the impact of rates
on low and middle income people. Survival is becoming a very serious question
for too many people. The price of natural gas and electricity is forcing choices
that should not have to be made. The Legislature has a very serious and painful
responsibility to deal with this question. The Commission has an equally serious

and painful responsibility to keep utility costs to an absolute minimum. This
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proceeding has again reminded me of this responsibility and reinforced my

determination to do what we can about it. The hard fact is that utility rates
are going to continue to rise so long as we operate in an inflationary economy
and rely upon non-renewable sources of energy. The hard responsibility is to

keep that rise to the absolute minimum possible.

Sl

Stanley Y k
Chalrman '
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WILLIE J. NUNNERY, COMMISSIONER, CONCURRING: O05-UR-9
1-AC-10
1-AC-14

This Commission, pursuant to section 114 of the Public
Utilities Regulatory Policies Act of 1978 (PURPA), in these
consolidated dockets sought to determine whether lifeline rates
should be implemented for Wisconsin electric and gas utilities.
From a jurisdictional view, I do not believe that this Commission
has the authority under Chapter 196 to issue such a rate because
a lifeline rate structure or design would be discriminatory.
Moreover, the purview of Chapter 196 does not grant this Commission
powers to discriminate within a certain class of customer because
of ability to pay or to further energy conservation; nor does this
Commission's authority allow it to recoup the revenue loss within
a class caused by distributing the burden created by select ones
within a class upon others of the same class.

While promotion of conservation and the guarantee of basic
"essential" amounts of energy at the lowest possible priée is
desirable, this social objective cannot be met with the present
regulatory authority conferred upon this Commission. It is the
state's responsibility through taxation to alleviate the burden of
utility bills on low-income customers, the elderly, or those on
fixed income who might experience hardship in paying their utility
obligation. Whether low income customers, middle income customers
or high income customers have low utility bills because of their
income classification should not be the determinant for establishing
rates without clear legislative authority. Rates should be

determined by cost-of-service analysis.
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Further, I do not believe that lifeline rates should be
implemented without a clearly definable statutory prescription for
establishing a "justly discriminatory" rate. Section 196.37(1)
stipulates that "whenever upon an investigation made under the pro-
visions of Chapter 196 and 197 the Commission shall find rates,
tolls, charges, schedules, or joint rates to be unjust, unreasonable

or unjustly discriminatory or preferential or otherwise unreasonable

or unlawful, the Commission shall determine and by order fix
reasonable rates, tolls, charges, schedules or joint rates to be
imposed, observed and followed in the future in lieu of those found
to be unreasonable or unlawful." Clearly, the intent of this

statute is that there is an absolute prohibition against preferential
treatment in establishing rates.

Section 2 of 196.37 speaks of unjust discrimination. If
unjust discrimination is lawful, does this mean that just discrimina-
tion is lawful? Can the establishing of a lifeline rate be viewed
as just discrimination? Does this Commission have the power and
authority to justly discriminate? While this authority may be
implicit in 196.37(2), the consequences of assuming that the
Commission can justly discriminate would have very grave consequences

in promoting fair regulation. Since the legislature has been silent

on this point, it is my view that this Commission cannot confer powers

upon itself to do something which has not been expressly conferred

upon it, even though the goals are socially desirable.

wWil)id J. Nunqjﬁy, Commissioner
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932 North 28th Street
Milwaukee 5%208

and by
Walter Baumann
15%5 North Van Buren Street
Milwaukee 53202

LILLIE MAE JACKSON
3147 North 12th Street
Milwaukee 53206

CITIZENS LABOR ENERGY COALITION
WISCONSIN COMMITTER FOR PEACE & JUSTICE
both by
John Gilman, Exec. Director
4%, North 27th Street
Milwaukee 535208
and by
3. Kathleen Zanio
3900 North 3rd
Milwaukee 53212

ALLIED INDUSTRIAL WORKERS OF AMERICA
CITIZENS LABOR ENERGY COALITION
both by
J. Sommers
6709 Glacier Drive
West Bend 53095
and by
Tomn Lee
8021 West Tower Avenue
Milwaukee 53223
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IN SUPPORT: (Cont'd)

ALLIED INDUSTRIAL WORKERS
by
Charles G. Griffin
8021 West Tower Avenue
Milwaukee 53223

FRANCINE McNEIL
2549 North 15th Street
Milwaukee 53206

DIST. # 10 I.A.M.A.VW.
MACH:NISTS
by
Raymond J. Hensen
Fin. Secy. Treas. IAMAW
17%2 Pine Street
South Milwaukee 53172

CAROl, HILLMAN
Citizens' Coalition
2714 West Pond du lac
Milwaukee 53206

GREATER MILWAUKEE CONFERENCE ON
RELIGION AND URBAN AFFAIRS
by
Joseph Sanders
1442 North Parwell Avenue
Milwaukee 5%202

IRENK HEMIN
4445 South Burrell Street
Milwaukee 53207

MARIA AGUILAR
1310 South 7th Street
Milwaukee 53204

MARY KRAJEWSKI
3708 South Logan Avenue
Milwasukee 53207

LYLE C. SMITH
24514 South 9th Place
Milwaukee 53215

AARON WOLFE-BERTLING

Associate Director, ESHAG, Inc.
531 Hast Burleigh

Milw:wukee 53212
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IN SUPPORT: (Cont'd)

5W's SENIOR CITIZEN CLUB
by
Zella Nash, President
826 West Galena Court
Milwaukee 575205

ESPERANZA UNIDA WORKERS' CAMP PROGRAM

by

Erasmo Espinoza

1579 South 11th Street

Milwaukee 53204
and by-

Jaime Hurtado, Com. Organizer

1824A North 1st Street

Mi .waukee 57212

MARY ANN SARSFIELD
P. 0. Box 210
Milwaukee 53201

RALP!l A. NEWMAN

Pres dent, South East Churches United
2619 South Wentworth Avenue

Milwaukec 53%207

SENATOR WARREN D. BRAUN
District #11

4904 West Woodlawn Court
Milwaukee 53208

E.S.H.A.G., INC.
by
Roland Bartelt
Chairman, Board of Directors ESHAG
284% North Weil Street
Milwaukee 53212

WOMEN'S INTERNATIONAL LEAGUE FOR PEACE & FREEDOM
by
Jeanne Sollen
116-A South 80th Street
Milwaukee 5%214

COMMUNITY RELATIONS
SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION
by
Charles R. Meyer
161 West Wisconson Avenue
Milwaukee 573203
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IN SUPPORT: (Cont'd)

SHERMAN ANSELL
114 Prisch Road
Madison 53711

IN OPPOSITION:

WISCONSIN COMMITTEE FOR PEACE & JUSTICE
by
Harry Virgil
4320 North 84th Street
Milwaukee 53%22

'WISCONSIN ASSOCIATION OF MANUFACTURERS & COMMERCE
. by
James R. Klauser, Attorney
DeWitt, Sundby, Huggett and Schumacher
121 Sé6uth Pinckney Street
Madison 53704

STEPHEN AND SILVIA KISS
1542 South 34th Street
Milwaukee 53215

BRIG(S & STRATTON CORPORATION
by
Thomas J. Rutkowski
Corporate Energy Coordinator
P. 0. Box 702
Milwaukee 53201

WISCONSIN COMMITTEE FOR PEACE & JUSTICE
WOME!{'S INTERNATIONAL LEAGUE FOR PEACE & FREEDOM
both by
Agnhes Slater
w224 - N2131 Elmwood Drive
Waukesha 53186

THE WISCONSIN PAPER COUNCIL
by
Earl Gustafson
1920 American Court
Neenah 54956
and by
David W. Kruger, Attorney
DeWitt, Sundby, Huggett and Schumacher, S.C.
121 South Pinckney Street
Madison 53703
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IN OPPOSITION: (Cont'd)

MACHINIST UNION DISTRICT 121
by
Wallie Kirst
750 Windsor Street
Sun Prairie 53905

SENIOR POWER OF DANE COUNTY
by
Helen S. Notari, President
229 North Midvale, Apt. 4
Madison 53705

SENATOR JOSEPH STROHL
(Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Utilities)
by
Susan Hedman
Aide to Senate Subcommittee on Utilities
334 South State Capitol
Madison 53702

DONAID GREVENOW

CONSOLIDATED PAPERS, INC.
by
Kenneth Knapp, Energy Manager
P. 0. Box 50
Wisconsin Rapids, WI 54494

AS INT JREST MAY APPEAR:

WISCONSIN ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY
WISCONSIN NAUTRAL GAS COMPANY
by
Robert H. Dinz, Jr., Attorney
Jeff Morris, Attorney
Larry J. Martin, Attorney
Quarles & Brady
780 North Water Street
Milwaukee 53202

WISCONSIN GAS COMPANY
by
Robert A. Nuernberg, Attorney
Ronald L. Zemlicka, Attorney
626 East Wisconsin Avenue
Milwaukee 53202
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AS INT"REST MAY APPEAR: (Cont'd)

MILWAUKEE SENTINEL
by
Chester Sheard, Reporter
918 North 4th Street
Milwaukee 53%203%

HELEN J. CHMIELEWSKI, Retired Citizen
1638 South 8th Street
Milwaukee 53204

SCOT* SCHEDLER
10560 West Corter Circle
Frani:lin 53%132

NEKOOSA PAPER, INC.
GREEN BAY PACKAIING
NICOLET PAPER COMPANY
OWENS-ILLINOIS, INC.
PROCTER &% GAMBLE COMPANY
WEYERHAEUSER COMPANY
VULCAN MATERIALS COMPANY
GENERAL MOTORS CORPORATION
all by
George R. Kamperschroer, Attorney
Boardman, Suhr, Curry & Field
P. 0. Box 927
Madison 53701

WISCONSIN ELECTRIC CONSUMER ADVISORY COUNCIL
by
Mithael Stirdivant
Molerator: Wisconsin Electric Consumer
Advisory Council
1028 South 9th Street
Mi Llwaukee 53%204

SOCIAL JUSTICE COMMISSION OF THE ARCHDIOCESE
OF MILWAUKEE
by
Res. John M. Murtaugh
731 West Washington Street
Milwaukee 5%214

RETIRED WORKERS CHAPTER LOCAL #438, UAW
by
Sophie Leiner
U.\.W. Member & Retired Workers Local #438
1602 South Pearl Street
Miiwaukee 53204
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AS INTHEREST MAY APPEAR: (Cont'd)

ALLIED COUNCIL SENIOR CITIZENS OF WISCONSIN
by
Evenlyn Donner Day
President, A.C.S.C. of WI, Inc.
11501 North Parkview Drive
Mequon 53092

ANTHONY G. SCHIANO
929 North Sixth Street
Milwaukee 53203

INTERFAITH PROGRAM FOR THE ELDERLY
by
Joseph Sanders
Fi~»ld Consultant
1412 North Farwell Avenue
Milwaukee 53202

ALLI 3D INDUSTRIAL WORKERS
by
George Daitsman, Education Director
350 West Oklahoma Avenue
Mi .waukee 53215

JOHN PENROD
1520 North Farwell Avenue
Milwauke= 53213

CHRISTINA CARSON
1095 West Atkinson Avenue
Milwaukee 53206

RACHEL BAUMBAC!H
2907 North Holton #6
Milwaukee 53212

LORA CLAFENDETCHER '
931 REast Ogden
Milwaukee 53202

ELIZABETH MANND
931 FRast Ogden
Milwaukee 53202

LUCILLE SCHULZ

20%5f South Nevada Street
Milwsukee 53207
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AS INTEREST MAY APPEAR: (Cont'd)

ELOISA BALDERON
172% South 12th Strest
Milwaukee 53204

ALBERT F. McLEOD
912 West Burleigh
Milwaukee 53206

ELIZABETH JONES
3443 North 3rd 3treet
Milwaukee 53212

LENA JOHNSTON
116 Jest Keefe Avenue
Milwiukee 53212

RUSHSLLE HILL
1212 West Hadley Street
Milwaukee 53200

BROOKSIE FREENON
3609 North 14th Street
Milwaukee 53206

GEORGIA RUTLAND
23101 West McKinley Avenue
Milw:iwukee 53205

ALIC) PATRICK
2322 North 7th Street
Milwaukee 53212

MARTHA BALLOW
27%2 North 24th Street
Milwaukee 53206

STAN A. FENVIEW
161 West Wisconsin Avenue
Milwainkee 53203

JANE TIMMINS
ESHAC, Inc.

531 last Burleigh
Milwaukee 53212

CELIA BUTENHOFF

1877 North Pulaski Street
Milwauke: 53202
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AS INTEREST MAY APPEAR: (Cont'd)

ERNA KRUEGER
2343 North 50th Street
Milwaukee 53210

TIM LOVETT

(Urban League)

9%6 West Center Street
Milwaukee 53206

NICKY HAYS
3387A North 23rd Street
Milwaukee 53%206

PAM WILMOT

(CURB)

3427 West St. Paul
Milwaukee 53208

CAROLYN JAWORSKI
8421 West Hope Avenue
Milwaukee 53222

LORAINE WEBER
3026 West Wells Street
Milwaukee 53208

LAKE SUPERIOR DISTRICT POWER COMPANY
SUPERIOR WATER, LIGHT & POWER COMPANY
WISCONSIN FUEL & LIGHT COMPANY
WISCONSIN SOUTHERN GAS COMPANY
all by

Hu,h H. Bell, Attorney

P. 0. Box 1807

Madigon 53701

WISCONSIN POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY
by
Griffin G. Dorschel, Attorney
Brynelson, Herrick, Gehl & Bucaida
122 West Washington Avenue
Madison 53703
and by
Daniel A. Gomez-Ibanez, Director
Customer Accounting and Rates
P. 0. Box 192
Madison 53701
and by
Johin L. Walker, Rates Manager
22” West Washington Avenue
Madison 53703
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AS INTEREST MAY APPEAR: (Cont'd)

LAKE SUPERIOR DISTRICT POWER COMPANY
by
Randall Ovaeka, Special Project Coordinator
101 West 2nd Street
Ashland 54806

NORTHERN STATES POWER COMPANY (WISCONSIN)
by
Jerome L. Miller, Mgr. Rate Research
100 North Barstow Street
Bau Claire 54701

MADISON GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
by
David C. Mebane, General Counsel
Paul A. Vanderbloemen, Director of Rates
P. 0. Box 1231
Madison 53701

WISCONSIN FUEL & LIGHT CO.
by
Mark T. Maranger, Treasurer
P. 0. Box 768
Manitowoc 54220

WISCONSIN PUBLIC SERVICE CORPORATION
by
Maurice E. Stabe, Gas Rates Supervisor
Gary H. Grainger, Electric Rates Director
P. 0. Box T0O
Green Bay 54305

ALTERNATIVE POWER ALLIANCE
by
Sally Frangz
434 West Mifflin Street
Madison 53703

SUSAIl L. BAUER
408 lLiinde Street
De Forest 53%53%2

DANE COUNTY WELFARE RIGHTS ALLIANCE
by
Martin Espada, Staff
20471 Winnebago Street
Madison 53704
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALCH AND SOCIAL SERVICES

by
Carl Martin, Chief
Planning Division of Economic Asst.
18 South Thornton Avenue
Madison 53703

DAVID S. EPPSTEIN
1722 Baker Avenue
Madison 53705

ROBERT LOPEZ
2014 Dodge Street
Madison 53713

MADISON TENANT UNION
by
Kurt Bauman, Steward
2117 Linden Avenue
Madison 53704

WISCONSIN ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY
WISCONSIN NATURAL GAS COMPANY
by
Peter H. Holtz, Specialist
231 W. Michigan Street
Milwaukee 53201

TERRY A. TESTOLIN
1118 East Gorham Street
Madison 53703

MARILYN COLEMAN
2121 Taft Street
Madison 53713

WALLIE KIRST
750 Windsor Street
Sun Prairie 573905

HAROLD BITTER
1925 Loretta Lane
Madison 53716

HARRY A. ACKER

2228 Myrtle Street
Madison 53704

~-xii-
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AS INTEREST MAY APPEAR: (Cont'd)

BILLY FEITLINGER
502 Russell Street
Madison 53704

DENNIS L. BOYER
5 Odana Court
Madison 53719

PAMELA H. MURTAUGH
6411 Raymond Road
Madison 53711

BELEANOR MYERS
2210 Tox Avenue
Madison 53711

HENRIK H. ALBERT
1134 Spaight Street
Madison, 53703

RICHARD NARLOCK
1341 South 122nd Street
Milwaukee

DAN KAEMMERER
2609 W. Oklshoma Avenue
Milwaukee

S. P. MUGWANGA
3257 South Lake Drive
Milwaukee

DON WIENER
600 West Fullerton
Chicago

CAROL A. GREENWALD
701 East Lincoln Avenue
Milwaukee

RITA SOLOMON
4356 North 84th Street
Milwaukee

LAUVENIA JOHNSON

813 West Burleigh Street
Milwaukee
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FRANK BRENNAN
2877 South Mabbett
Milwaukee

PAT SIKORSKI
2808 South 75th Street
Milwaukee

WALTER BASKERVILLE
6433 W. Sheridan Avenue
Milwaukee

FLORENCE PHALEN
14374 South 7th Street
Milwaukee

KATHY DABEK
4317 North Maryland
Milwaukee

WESLKY SCOTT
936 West Center Street
Milwaukee

RICHARD JOHNSON
5726 Custtelon
Racine

FR. JOHN H. BAUMGARTNER
2474 North 37th Street
Milw:ukee

JOHN MAGLIO
286 Meadowside Court
Pewaukee

JEAN HINKELMAN
2401 South 59th Street
Milwaukee

EDDIE SMITH
%222 North 42nd Street
Milwaukee

KATHRYN BREWSTER

1524 W. Fond du Lac Avenue
Milwaukee
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AS INTEREST MAY APPEAR: (Cont'd)

LORRAINE KOZLOWSKI
1520 W. Fond du Lac Avenue
Milwaukee

MR. DAVES
606 Rast Wisconsin Avenue
Milwaukee

MS. TROURTMAN
2738 North 24th Street
Milwaukee

THARA COLLIN
2756 North 9th Street
Milwaukee

NARVELL J. GATLIN
528 West Locust
Milwaukee

DELLA M. RUSS
2853% North 11th Street
Milwaukee

DOLORES WISNIEWSKI

JOHN A. PATTOW
624 North 24th Street
Milwaukee

REV. THOMAS DIAZ
3217 North 8th Street
Milwaukee

D. SALAMAN
4356 North 84th Street
Milwaukee

ALICE PRADER

GARY GEORGE
4947 North 518t Street
Milwaukee

REV. JACK KERN :
4060 North 26th Street
Milwaukee




AS INTEREST MAY APPEAR:

HERMAN STOLPER
4424 North 29th Street
Milwaukee

STEPHEN HOLMES
183%8 North Oakland
Milwaukee

JOHN FISCHER
1442 North Farwell
Milwaukee

EARL LEPP
135 West Wells Street
Milwaukee

ROBERT PIEPER
5110 North 68th Street
Milwaukce

MAE LIDDELL
818 East Juneau
Milwaukee

PAUL MATHEWS
901 North 9%h Street
Milwaukee

ROBERT JACKSON
2461 West Brown
Milwaukee

LAVENIA STAPLES
2461 West Brown
Milwaukee

GILBERT HANKS
1530 West 40th Street
Milwaukee

PATSY CASHMORE
Labor Preags

DANTSTL GALLOWAT
2444 North 4th Street
Milwaukee

SARAH BACCUS

-Xvi-
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In order to comply with s. 227.10, Wis. Stats., as
amended by Chapter 208, Laws of 1979, the following parties
who appeared before the agency are considered parties for pur-

poses of review under s. 227.16, Wis. Stats.

MADISON GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
by
David C. Mebane, Attorney
P.0. Box 1231
Madison, WI 53701

WISCONSIN GAS COMPANY
by
Ronald Zemlicka, Attorney
626 East Wisconsin Avenue
Milwaukee, WI 53211

UTILITY CONSUMERS UNITED
by
George Edgar, Attorney
Legal Action of Wisconsin, Inc.
1006 South l6th Street
Milwaukee, WI 53204

WISCONSIN ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY
by
Robert Diaz, Jr., Attorney
Jeff Morris, Attorney
Quarles & Brady
780 North Water Street
Milwaukee, WI 53202

ANTHONY G. SCHIANO
929 North 6th Street
Milwaukee, WI 53203

GREEN BAY PACKAGING
NICOLET PAPER COMPANY
OWENS-ILLINOIS, INC.
PROCTER & GAMBLE COMPANY
WEYERHAEUSER COMPANY
VULCAN MATERIALS COMPANY
GENERAL MOTORS CORPORATION
all by
George R. Kamperschroer, Attorney
Boardman, Suhr, Curry & Field
P.O. Box 927
Madison, WI 53701
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THE WISCONSIN PAPER COUNCIL
by
David W. Kruger, Attorney
DeWitt, Sundby, Huggett & Schumacher, S.C.
121 South Pinckney Street
Madison, WI 53705

WISCONSIN ASSOCIATION OF MANUFACTURERS AND COMMERCE
by
James R. Klauser, Attorney
DeWitt, Sundby, Huggett & Schumacher, S.C.
121 South Pinckney Street
Madison, WI 53704

LAKE SUPERIOR DISTRICT POWER COMPANY
SUPERIOR WATER LIGHT AND POWER COMPANY
WISCONSIN FUEL AND LIGHT COMPANY
WISCONSIN SOUTHERN GAS COMPANY
all by

Hugh H. Bell, Attorney

P.0O. Box 1807

Madison, WI 53701

WISCONSIN POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY
by
Griffin G. Dorschel, Attorney
Brynelson, Herrick, Gehl & Bucaida
122 West Washington Avenue
Madison, WI 53703
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